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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET 
 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 16, 2008, 7:00 P.M. 
 

 
 

Call to Order   Pledge of Allegiance 
 

Certificate of Appointment 

 
Horizon Drive Association Business Improvement District 
 

Citizen Comments 

 

* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
 

There are no items on the Consent Calendar 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 

1. Federal Grant Funding for the 26 ½ Road Bridge Replacement         Attach 1 
 

A Federal Enhancement Grant has been awarded to the City of Grand Junction 
in the amount of $175,000 to replace the bridge on 26½ Road over the Grand 
Valley Highline Canal just north of F½ Road.  

 
Resolution No. 06-08—A Resolution Accepting a Grant of Federal Funds for and 
Authorizing the Construction of the 7

th
 Street (26 ½ Road) Bridge Replacement 

Project 

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

http://www.gjcity.org/


City Council                    January 16, 2008 

  

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 06-08 
 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 

2. Public Hearing - Alternate Position for the Forestry Board                    Attach 2 
 
 An amendment to the Code of Ordinances to allow for an alternate member to the 

five-member Grand Junction Forestry Board. 
  

Ordinance No. 4164—An Ordinance Amending the Composition of the Grand 
Junction Forestry Board to Allow for an Alternate Position 

 
®Action:   Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Publication of 
Ordinance No. 4164 

  
Staff presentation: Mike Vendegna, City Forester  

Dave Gave, Forestry Board Chair  
 

3. Public Hearing – Annexation and Zoning the DeHerrera Annexation, Located 

at 359 29 5/8 Road [File #ANX-2007-300]   CONTINUED FROM JANUARY 14, 

2008                                                                                                              Attach 3 
 

Request to annex and zone 15.52 acres, located at 359 29 5/8 Road, to R-4 
(Residential 4-du/ac).  The DeHerrera Annexation consists of 1 parcel. 
 

a. Accepting Petition 
 
Resolution No. 07-08—A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, Making 
Certain Findings, Determining that Property Known as the DeHerrera Annexation, 
Located at 359 29 5/8 Road and Including a Portion of the 29 5/8 Road Right-of-
Way is Eligible for Annexation 
 

b. Annexation Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 4165—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, DeHerrera Annexation, Approximately 15.52 Acres, Located at 
359 29 5/8 Road and Including a Portion of the 29 5/8 Road Right-of-Way 
 

c. Zoning Ordinance 
 



City Council                    January 16, 2008 

  

Ordinance No. 4166—An Ordinance Zoning the DeHerrera Annexation to R-4 
(Residential, 4 du/ac), Located at 359 29 5/8 Road 
 
®Action:   Adopt Resolution No. 07-08 and Hold a Public Hearing and Consider 
Final Passage and Publication of Ordinance Nos. 4165 and 4166 
 
Staff presentation:  Justin Kopfman, Associate Planner 
 

4. Public Hearing – Annexation and Zoning the Sipes Annexation, Located at 

416 ½ 30 Road  413, and 415 30 ¼ Road [File #ANX-2007-313] CONTINUED 

FROM JANUARY 14, 2008                                                                          Attach 4  
 

Request to annex and zone 3.54 acres, located at 416 ½ 30 Road, 413, and 415 
30 ¼ Road, to R-8 (Residential 8-du/ac).  The Sipes Annexation consists of 3 
parcels. 
 

a. Accepting Petition 
 
Resolution No. 08-08—A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, Making 
Certain Findings, Determining that Property Known as the Sipes Annexation, 
Located at 416 ½ 30 Road, 413, and 415 30 ¼ Road is Eligible for Annexation 
 

b. Annexation Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 4167—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Sipes Annexation, Approximately 3.54 Acres, Located at 416 
½ 30 Road, 413, and 415 30 ¼ Road 
 

c. Zoning Ordinance 

 
Ordinance No. 4168—An Ordinance Zoning the Sipes Annexation to R-8 
(Residential 8-du/ac), Located at 416 ½ 30 Road, 413, and 415 30 ¼ Road 
 
®Action:   Adopt Resolution No. 08-08 and Hold a Public Hearing and Consider 
Final Passage and Publication of Ordinance Nos. 4167 and 4168 
 
Staff presentation:  Justin Kopfman, Associate Planner 



City Council                    January 16, 2008 

  

 

5. Public Hearing - Cunningham Investment Annexation, Located at 2098 E ½ 

Road [File #GPA-2007-263]                        Attach 5  
 
Request to annex 30.34 acres, located at 2098 E ½ Road in the Redlands. The 
Cunningham Investment Annexation consists of 1 parcel of land and is a 5 part 
serial annexation. 
 

 a. Accepting Petition 
 
 Resolution No. 09-08—A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, Making 

Certain Findings, Determining that Property Known as the Cunningham 
Investment Annexation, Located at 2098 E ½ Road Including Portions of the E ½ 
Road Right-of-Way is Eligible for Annexation 

 

 b. Annexation Ordinances 
 

Ordinance No. 4169—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Cunningham Investment Annexation No. 1, Approximately 
0.05 Acres, a Portion of the E ½ Road Right-of-Way 
 
Ordinance No. 4170—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Cunningham Investment Annexation No. 2, Approximately 
0.14 Acres, a Portion of the E ½ Road Right-of-Way 

 
Ordinance No. 4171—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Cunningham Investment Annexation No. 3, Approximately 
0.49 Acres, a Portion of the E ½ Road Right-of-Way 

 
Ordinance No. 4172—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Cunningham Investment Annexation No. 4, Approximately 
0.92 Acres, a Portion of the E ½ Road Right-of-Way 

 
Ordinance No. 4173—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Cunningham Investment Annexation No. 5, Approximately 
28.74 Acres, Located at 2098 E ½ Road Including Portions of the E ½ Road Right-
of-Way  

 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 09-08 and Hold a Public Hearing and Consider 
Final Passage and Publication of Ordinance Nos. 4169, 4170, 4171, 4172, and 
4173 

 



City Council                    January 16, 2008 

  

Staff presentation:  Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 
 

6. Public Hearing - Zoning Amendment for Weeminuche Estates Subdivision 
[File #PP-2007-003]                                                                                      Attach 6 

 
A request for approval to amend the existing Planned Development (PD) zoning 
with a default zone of R-4 by approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) to 
develop 362 dwelling units on 151.38 acres as a Planned Development. 
 
Ordinance No. 4174—An Ordinance Amending the Existing Planned Development 
Zone by Approving a Preliminary Development Plan with a Default R-4 
(Residential-4)  Zone for the Development of 362 Dwelling Units for the 
Weeminuche Estates Subdivision, Located North of H Road Between 26 Road 
and 26 ½ Road, West of the 26 ½ Road and Summer Hill Way Intersection 

 
®Action:   Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Publication of 
Ordinance No. 4174 

 
 Staff presentation: Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor 

 

7. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 

8. Other Business 
 

9. Adjournment 



 

Attach 1 
Federal Grant Funding for the 26 ½ Road Bridge Replacement 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Accepting a Grant of Federal Funds to Replace the 
Bridge located at F½ on 26 ½ Road 

File #  

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Placement on the Agenda Consent X Individual  

Date Prepared Wednesday, January, 2008 

Author Name & Title Don Newton, Engineering Projects Manager 

Presenter Name & Title Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 

 

Summary:   A Federal Enhancement Grant has been awarded to the City of Grand 
Junction in the amount of $175,000 to replace the bridge on 26½ Road over the Grand 
Valley Highline Canal just north of F½ Road.  
 

Budget:    
          
 Federal Grant (80% of participating cost) $175,000   

Local Agency (City) Matching Funds (20%)  $  43,750 
Local Agency (City) Overmatch Contribution $  69,250  
Total Project Funding      $288,000 
 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution accepting Federal Funds in 
the amount of $175,000; authorizing City matching funds of $43,750 (20% of 
participating cost), City overmatch contribution of $69,250; and authorizing the City 
Manager to sign an agreement with CDOT to use these funds for replacement of Bridge 
GRJ 26.5 –F.5.   
 

Background Information:   An application for Federal Bridge Funds was submitted to 
the Colorado Municipal League on March 23, 2005 and the grant was approved on May 
19, 2005, however, the Federal funds did not become available for construction until 
2008. 

 



  

The existing two lane, short span bridge carries 26½ Road across the Grand Valley 
Highline Canal on the north side of F½ Road. The bridge is structurally deficient and 
posted with weight restrictions. The bridge will be widened to accommodate curbs, 
sidewalks, bridge rails and bike lanes on both sides. The replacement bridge has been 
designed and the project will be advertised for bids as soon as utility relocation 
agreements are in place, environmental clearances are obtained, and CDOT approves 
the construction drawings and issues written authorization to proceed. Construction will 
need to begin by mid-February in order to complete the bridge foundations, abutments 
and headwalls before water is returned to the Grand Valley Canal on April 1, 2008. 



 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

RESOLUTION NO.  
   

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A GRANT OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR AND 

AUTHORIZING THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 7
th

 Street (26 ½ ROAD) BRIDGE 

REPLACEMENT PROJECT  

(EASTBOUND PATTERSON TO SOUTH BOUND)  
   

Recitals: 
   
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, hereby resolves to enter into a contract 
with the State of Colorado, Department of Transportation (State) for the re-construction 
of the bridge on 26 1/2  Road  just north of F 1/2 at the approximate intersection of F 
6/10 Road (if constructed.)  The project is funded substantially by federal funds.  The 
agreement authorized by this resolution is for the engineering, design and construction.  
  
The project funding is as follows:  

Federal funds in the amount of $175,000;  
City matching funds of $43,750 (20% of participating cost) and  
City overmatch contribution of $69,250.   

 
The City Council approves the receipt of the Federal funds and authorizes the City 
Manager to sign an agreement with the State to replace the bridge on 261/2 Road at 
approximately F 6/10 as provided for in this resolution. 
 
  PASSED AND APPROVED this ______day of January 2008.    
   
   

___________________  

James J. Doody, Mayor  
City of Grand Junction  
   

Attest:  
   
_____________________  

Stephanie Tuin, City Clerk  

   



 

Attach 2 
Public Hearing Alternate Position for the Forestry Board 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Alternate Position for the Forestry Board 

File #  

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Placement on the Agenda Consent   Individual X 

Date Prepared December 19, 2007 

Author Name & Title Stephanie Tuin, City Clerk 

Presenter Name & Title 
Mike Vendegna, City Forester  
Dave Gave, Forestry Board Chair  
 

 

Summary:  An amendment to the Code of Ordinances to allow for an alternate member 
to the five-member Grand Junction Forestry Board. 
 

Budget:  No budget impacts. 

 

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

Attachments:  Proposed ordinance 

 

 
 

Background Information: The Forestry Board was established to act as a reviewing 
body for the purpose of determining professional qualifications and competence to 
engage in the business of cutting, trimming, pruning, spraying or removing trees.  
Competency is determined through written, oral and practical license examinations.  
Because the Board has only five members and therefore occasionally has difficulty 
having a full board for meetings, an alternate would provide an additional member who 
could serve as a regular member during those times when a member is unavailable. 

 
 
 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

ORDINANCE NO.   

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPOSITION OF THE GRAND JUNCTION 

FORESTRY BOARD TO ALLOW FOR AN ALTERNATE POSITION 

 

 

RECITALS. 

 
The Grand Junction Forestry Board (―Board‖) was established in 1981 to act as a 
reviewing body for the purpose of determining professional qualifications and competence 
to engage in the business of cutting, trimming, pruning, spraying or removing trees by 
giving written, oral and practical license examinations. The Board shall recommend to the 
City Council adoption of rules and regulations pertaining to the tree service business in 
the city, and it may hear complaints from any citizen of the city, including any of its own 
members, relating to the tree service business.  
 
The Board is composed of five members who are appointed by the City Council.  A 
quorum is three members.  In order to help ensure that a quorum is available for the 
regular meetings, the City Council hereby finds that it is prudent to appoint an alternate 
member who can serve in the place of a regular member when a member is absent. 
  
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED THAT: 
 
Chapter 40, Vegetation, Section 26 (a) of the Municipal Code of Ordinances, is hereby 
amended to read as follows. Amendments are show with underlined type. 
 

Sec. 40-26. Created; composition; terms; officers. 
 
 (a) There is hereby created a board to be known as the forestry board. The board 
shall be composed of five members and one alternate member who shall be appointed by 
the city council. The board shall include three persons selected from the following 
categories: a professional arborist, a nursery person, a landscape designer, a pesticide 
applicator and a representative of the state forest service. The other two members of the 
board may be lay persons. The alternate member shall otherwise have the qualification of 
other members of the Board. Each alternate member shall attend all meetings and shall 
serve during the temporary unavailability, including recusal, of any regular Board member 
as may be necessary or required.  The alternate member, in addition to other duties 
prescribed by this Code, shall be allowed to vote in the absence of a regular member. 
Terms of service shall be three years. When a regular member resigns, is removed or is 
no longer eligible to hold a seat on the Board, the alternate may fill the vacancy if the 
alternate meets the same qualifications as the member to be replaced.  The City Council 



  

shall then name a replacement alternate.  A chairperson and a vice-chairperson shall be 
elected each year and vacancies owing to death or resignation shall be filled by 
appointment for the unexpired term. 
 
Introduced on first reading this 2

nd
 day of January, 2008. 

 
Passed, adopted and ordered published this    day of    , 
2008. 
 
 
             
       President of the Council 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
       
City Clerk 



  

Attach 3 
Public Hearing – Annexation and Zoning the DeHerrera Annexation, Located at 359 29 
5/8 Road 
 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
DeHerrera Annexation and Zoning - Located at 359 29 
5/8 Road 

File # ANX-2007-300 

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Placement on the Agenda Consent  Individual X 

Date Prepared January 2, 2008 

Author Name & Title Justin T. Kopfman – Associate Planner 

Presenter Name & Title Justin T. Kopfman – Associate Planner 

 
 

Summary: Request to annex and zone 15.52 acres, located at 359 29 5/8 Road, to R-4 
(Residential 4-du/ac).  The DeHerrera Annexation consists of 1 parcel. 

 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt Resolution accepting the petition for the 
DeHerrera Annexation and hold a public hearing and consider final passage of the 
annexation ordinance and zoning ordinance. 

 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation – Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
3. Future Land Use Map / Existing County and City Zoning Map  
4. Acceptance Resolution 
5. Annexation Ordinance  
6. Zoning Ordinance  
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

STAFF REPORT/BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 359 29 5/8 Road 

Applicants: <Prop owner, 

developer, representative> 

Owner: Terry DeHerrera  
Representative:  Ciavonne Roberts – Keith Ehlers 

Existing Land Use: County RSF-R (Residential Single Family-Rural) 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Agricultural 

South Residential and Agricultural 

East Residential 

West Agricultural 

Existing Zoning:   County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family-4 du/ac) 

Proposed Zoning:   R-4 (Residential 4-du/ac) 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

South County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 

East County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 

West R-R (Residential Rural 1 du/ac) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium Low 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 15.52 acres of land and is comprised of 1 

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

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

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

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

 d)  The area is or will be urbanized in the near future; 



  

 e)  The area is capable of being integrated with the City; 
 
 
 
 f)   No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed 

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

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

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

November 19, 

2007 

Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction of a proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

November 27, 

2007 
Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

January 2, 2008 Introduction of a proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

January 16, 2008 
Acceptance of Petition  and Public Hearing on Annexation and 
Zoning by City Council 

February 15, 2008 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 

 
 



  

 

 

DEHERRERA ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2007-300 

Location:  359 29 5/8 Road 

Tax ID Number:  2943-201-00-105 

Parcels:  1 

Estimated Population: 1 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 1 

# of Dwelling Units:    1 

Acres land annexed:     15.52 acres (676,051 square feet) 

Developable Acres Remaining: 13.269 acres (579,146 square feet) 

Right-of-way in Annexation: 2.224 acres (96,905 square feet) 

Previous County Zoning:   
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family 
Rural) 

Proposed City Zoning: R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 

Current Land Use: Residential 

Future Land Use: Residential Medium Low 

Values: 
Assessed: $51,710 

Actual: $178,330 

Address Ranges: 
357-359 29 5/8 Road (Odd Only) & 356-
372 28 5/8 Road (Even Only) 

Special Districts: 

Water: Ute Water 

Sewer: Central Grand Valley Sanitation 

Fire:   Grand Junction Rural 

Irrigation/Drainage: 
Grand Valley Irrigation  
Grand Junction Drainage District 

School: District 51 

 
 

Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the R-4 district is 

consistent with the Growth Plan designation of Residential Medium Low.  The existing 
County zoning is County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural).  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. 

 
Response: The proposed zoning of R-8 is compatible with the future growth plan, 
the neighborhood and meets the polices and requirements of the zoning and 
development code. 
 

 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. 
 

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

a. R-2 (Residential Single Family 2 du/ac) 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:   
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested zone of annexation 
to the City Council, finding the zoning to the R-4 (Residential 4-du/ac) district to be 
consistent with the Growth Plan, the existing County Zoning and Sections 2.6 and 2.14 
of the Zoning and Development Code.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



  

    Annexation/Site Location Map 

    Figure 1 

           
     Aerial Photo Map 

     Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning Map 

Figure 4 
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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 

 

DEHERRERA ANNEXATION 

 

LOCATED AT 359 29 5/8 ROAD INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE 29 5/8 ROAD 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 

 

  
 WHEREAS, on the 19th day of November, 20007, 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: 
 

DEHERRERA ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 1/4 
NE 1/4) of Section 20, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, 
being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Northwest corner of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20 and 
assuming the West line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20 bears S 00°00‘44‖ W 
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Beginning, N 89°57‘53‖ E along the North line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a 
distance of 225.73 feet; thence S 00°02‘07‖  E a distance of 50.00 feet to a point being 
the intersection of the South right of way for C-3/4 Road and the Easterly right of way for 
29-5/8 Road, also being the beginning of a 280.00 foot radius curve, concave Southwest, 
whose long chord bears S 50°26‘40‖ E with a long chord length of 41.23 feet ; thence 
Southeasterly 41.27 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 08°26‘40‖; 
thence S 46°29‘40‖ E along said Easterly right of way for 29-5/8 Road, a distance of 
345.91 feet to a point being the beginning of a 530.00 foot radius curve, concave 
Southwest, whose long chord bears S 26°58‘17‖ E with a long chord length of 354.23 
feet; thence Southeasterly 361.18 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle 
of 39°02‘43‖; thence S 00°00‘18‖ E along the Easterly right of way for said 29-5/8 Road, a 
distance of 29.90 feet; thence S 85°46‘36‖ W a distance of 51.96 feet to a point on the 
Westerly right of way for said 29-5/8 Road; thence 



  

S 04°34‘23‖ E along said Westerly right of way, a distance of 210.13 feet; thence S 
00°00‘03‖ W a distance of 8.63 feet; thence N 89°59‘57‖ W along the North line of that 
certain parcel of land described in Book 3957, Page 614, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado, a distance of 136.00 feet; thence S 00°00‘03‖ W along the West line of said 
parcel, a distance of 320.29 feet; thence S 89°59‘57‖ E along the South line of said 
parcel, a distance of 129.76 feet to a point on a 50.00 foot radius non-tangent curve, 
concave Northeast; thence 123.25 feet Southeasterly along the arc of said curve, through 
a central angle of 141°14‘02‖, whose long chord bears S 19° 16‘41‖ E a distance of 94.33 
feet to a point on the South line of that said parcel of land described in Book 3121, Page 
581, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S 89°56‘58‖ W along the South 
line said parcel of land, said line being 33.00 feet North of and parallel with the South line 
of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a distance of 659.33 feet to a point on the West 
line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20; thence N 00°00‘44‖ E along the West line of 
the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a distance of 1291.55 feet, more or less, to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 15.52 Acres or 675,929 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 

 
 
 WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 16th 
day of January, 2008; 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 this   day of   , 2008. 
 
 



  

Attest: 
 
 
      _________________________________ 
      President of the Council 
 
 
_____________________________ 
City Clerk 

 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

DEHERRERA ANNEXATION 

 

APPROXIMATELY 15.52  ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 359 29 5/8 ROAD AND INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE 29 5/8 ROAD 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

 
  

 WHEREAS, on the 19th day of November, 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 16th 
day of January, 20008; 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: 
 

DEHERRERA ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 1/4 
NE 1/4) of Section 20, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, 
being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Northwest corner of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20 and 
assuming the West line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20 bears S 00°00‘44‖ W 
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Beginning, N 89°57‘53‖ E along the North line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a 
distance of 225.73 feet; thence S 00°02‘07‖  E a distance of 50.00 feet to a point being 



  

the intersection of the South right of way for C-3/4 Road and the Easterly right of way for 
29-5/8 Road, also being the beginning of a 280.00 foot radius curve, concave Southwest, 
whose long chord bears S 50°26‘40‖ E with a long chord length of 41.23 feet ; thence 
Southeasterly 41.27 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 08°26‘40‖; 
thence S 46°29‘40‖ E along said Easterly right of way for 29-5/8 Road, a distance of 
345.91 feet to a point being the beginning of a 530.00 foot radius curve, concave 
Southwest, whose long chord bears S 26°58‘17‖ E with a long chord length of 354.23 
feet; thence Southeasterly 361.18 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle 
of 39°02‘43‖; thence S 00°00‘18‖ E along the Easterly right of way for said 29-5/8 Road, a 
distance of 29.90 feet; thence S 85°46‘36‖ W a distance of 51.96 feet to a point on the 
Westerly right of way for said 29-5/8 Road; thence 
S 04°34‘23‖ E along said Westerly right of way, a distance of 210.13 feet; thence S 
00°00‘03‖ W a distance of 8.63 feet; thence N 89°59‘57‖ W along the North line of that 
certain parcel of land described in Book 3957, Page 614, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado, a distance of 136.00 feet; thence S 00°00‘03‖ W along the West line of said 
parcel, a distance of 320.29 feet; thence S 89°59‘57‖ E along the South line of said 
parcel, a distance of 129.76 feet to a point on a 50.00 foot radius non-tangent curve, 
concave Northeast; thence 123.25 feet Southeasterly along the arc of said curve, through 
a central angle of 141°14‘02‖, whose long chord bears S 19° 16‘41‖ E a distance of 94.33 
feet to a point on the South line of that said parcel of land described in Book 3121, Page 
581, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S 89°56‘58‖ W along the South 
line said parcel of land, said line being 33.00 feet North of and parallel with the South line 
of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a distance of 659.33 feet to a point on the West 
line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20; thence N 00°00‘44‖ E along the West line of 
the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a distance of 1291.55 feet, more or less, to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 15.52 Acres or 675,929 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 19th day of November, 2007 and ordered 
published. 
 

 ADOPTED this   day of   , 2008. 
 
Attest: 
 
      ____________________________ 
      President of the Council 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE  DEHERRERA ANNEXATION TO 

R-4 (RESIDENTIAL 4-DU/AC) 
 

LOCATED AT 359 29 5/8 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 DeHerrera Annexation to the R-4 (Residential 4-du/ac) 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-4 (Residential 4-du/ac) 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-4 (Residential 4-du/ac). 
 

DEHERRERA ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 1/4 
NE 1/4) of Section 20, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, 
being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Northwest corner of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20 and 
assuming the West line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20 bears S 00°00‘44‖ W 
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Beginning, N 89°57‘53‖ E along the North line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a 
distance of 225.73 feet; thence S 00°02‘07‖  E a distance of 50.00 feet to a point being 
the intersection of the South right of way for C-3/4 Road and the Easterly right of way for 
29-5/8 Road, also being the beginning of a 280.00 foot radius curve, concave Southwest, 
whose long chord bears S 50°26‘40‖ E with a long chord length of 41.23 feet ; thence 



  

Southeasterly 41.27 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 08°26‘40‖; 
thence S 46°29‘40‖ E along said Easterly right of way for 29-5/8 Road, a distance of 
345.91 feet to a point being the beginning of a 530.00 foot radius curve, concave 
Southwest, whose long chord bears S 26°58‘17‖ E with a long chord length of 354.23 
feet; thence Southeasterly 361.18 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle 
of 39°02‘43‖; thence S 00°00‘18‖ E along the Easterly right of way for said 29-5/8 Road, a 
distance of 29.90 feet; thence S 85°46‘36‖ W a distance of 51.96 feet to a point on the 
Westerly right of way for said 29-5/8 Road; thence 
S 04°34‘23‖ E along said Westerly right of way, a distance of 210.13 feet; thence S 
00°00‘03‖ W a distance of 8.63 feet; thence N 89°59‘57‖ W along the North line of that 
certain parcel of land described in Book 3957, Page 614, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado, a distance of 136.00 feet; thence S 00°00‘03‖ W along the West line of said 
parcel, a distance of 320.29 feet; thence S 89°59‘57‖ E along the South line of said 
parcel, a distance of 129.76 feet to a point on a 50.00 foot radius non-tangent curve, 
concave Northeast; thence 123.25 feet Southeasterly along the arc of said curve, through 
a central angle of 141°14‘02‖, whose long chord bears S 19° 16‘41‖ E a distance of 94.33 
feet to a point on the South line of that said parcel of land described in Book 3121, Page 
581, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S 89°56‘58‖ W along the South 
line said parcel of land, said line being 33.00 feet North of and parallel with the South line 
of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a distance of 659.33 feet to a point on the West 
line of the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20; thence N 00°00‘44‖ E along the West line of 
the SW 1/4 NE 1/4 of said Section 20, a distance of 1291.55 feet, more or less, to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 15.52 Acres or 675,929 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 

 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading this 2nd day of January, 2008 and ordered published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading this   day of   , 2008. 
 
ATTEST: 
      
 ________________________________ 
       President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



  

Attach 4 
Public Hearing Annexation and Zoning the Sipes Annexation, Located at 416 ½ 30 Road, 
413 and 415 30 ¼ Road 
 

 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Sipes Annexation and Zoning - Located at 416 ½ 30 
Road, 413, and 415 30 ¼ Road 

File # ANX-2007-313 

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Placement on the Agenda Consent  Individual X 

Date Prepared January 2, 2008 

Author Name & Title Justin T. Kopfman – Associate Planner 

Presenter Name & Title Justin T. Kopfman – Associate Planner 

 
 

Summary: Request to annex and zone 3.54 acres, located at 416 ½ 30 Road, 413, and 
415 30 ¼ Road, to R-8 (Residential 8-du/ac).  The Sipes Annexation consists of 3 
parcels. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt Resolution accepting the petition for the 
Sipes Annexation and hold a public hearing and consider final passage of the 
annexation ordinance and zoning ordinance. 

 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation – Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
3. Future Land Use Map / Existing County and City Zoning Map  
4. Acceptance Resolution 
5. Annexation Ordinance  
6. Zoning Ordinance  
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 



  

 
 
 
 

STAFF REPORT/BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 416 ½ 30 Road, 413, 415 30 ¼ Road 

Applicants: <Prop owner, 

developer, representative> 

Owner:  Larry Sipes 
Representative:  DCS, Inc. – Mike Markus 

Existing Land Use: County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Residential 

South Residential and Vacant 

East Residential and Agricultural 

West Vacant 

Existing Zoning:   County PUD and RSF-R 

Proposed Zoning:   R-8 (Residential 8-du/ac) 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North County PUD 

South County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 

East R-8 (Residential 8-du/ac) 

West R-8 (Residential 8-du/ac) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 3.54 acres of land and is comprised of 3 

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

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

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

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



  

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

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

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

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

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

November 19, 

2008 

Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction of a proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

November 22, 

2008 
Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

January 2, 2008 Introduction of a proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

January 16, 2008 
Acceptance of Petition  and Public Hearing on Annexation and 
Zoning by City Council 

February 15, 2008 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 

 
 



  

 

 

 

 

SIPES ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2007-313 

Location:  416 ½ 30 Road, 413, 415 30 ¼ Road 

Tax ID Number:  
2943-163-00-143; 2943-163-00-154; 
2943-163-00-142 

Parcels:  3 

Estimated Population: 9 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 3 

# of Dwelling Units:    3 

Acres land annexed:     3.54 acres  (154,158 square feet) 

Developable Acres Remaining: 3.454 acres   (150,491 square feet) 

Right-of-way in Annexation:  .0852 acres (3,713 square feet) 

Previous County Zoning:   
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family 
Rural) and PUD 

Proposed City Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

Current Land Use: Residential  

Future Land Use: Residential Medium 

Values: 
Assessed: $38,430 

Actual: $190,000 

Address Ranges: 
413-419 30 ¼  Road (Odd Only) & 416 ½  
– 420 30 Road (Even Only) 

Special Districts:  

  

Water: Clifton Water 

Sewer: Central Grand Valley Sanitation 

Fire:   Clifton Fire 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 

Grand Valley Irrigation  
Grand Junction Drainage District 

School: District 51 

Pest: Grand River Mosquito 

 
 

Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the R-8 district is 

consistent with the Growth Plan designation of Residential Medium.  The existing 
County zoning is RSF-R and PUD.  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. 

 
Response: The proposed zoning of R-8 is compatible with the future growth plan, 
the neighborhood and meets the polices and requirements of the zoning and 
development code. 

 

 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. 
 

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

b. R-4 (Residential 4-du/ac) 
c. R-5 (Residential 5-du/ac) 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:   
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested zone of annexation 
to the City Council, finding the zoning to the R-8 district to be consistent with the Growth 
Plan, the existing County Zoning and Sections 2.6 and 2.14 of the Zoning and 
Development Code.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



  

Annexation-Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A  

 PETITION FOR ANNEXATION, MAKING CERTAIN 

FINDINGS, DETERMINING THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE 

 

SIPES ANNEXATION 

 

LOCATED AT 416 1/2 30 ROAD, 413, AND 415 30 1/4 ROAD 
 

IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 

 

  
 WHEREAS, on the 19th day of November, 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: 
 

SIPES ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 
1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of the plat of Ironwood, as same is recorded in 
Plat Book 12, Page 454, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and assuming the 
East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16 bears S 00°02‘08‖ W with all other 
bearings shown hereon being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N 
89°55‘08‖ E along the Easterly extension of the South line of said Ironwood, a distance 
of 33.00 feet to a point on the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16; 
thence S 00°02‘ 08‖ W along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16, 
also being the West line of Humphrey Annexation No. 2, City Ordinance No. 4003, a 
distance of 178.20 feet; thence N 89°57‘52‖ W a distance of 218.00 feet; thence S 
00°02‘08‖ W a distance of 200.00 feet; thence S 89°55‘08‖ W a distance of 49.59 feet, 
more or less, to the centerline of the Grand Valley Canal; thence along said centerline 
the following four (4) courses: 
N 41°58‘56‖ W a distance of 59.40 feet to the beginning of a 556.27 foot radius curve, 
concave Southwest, whose long chord bears N 58°13‘06‖ W with a long chord length of 
243.96 feet; thence 



  

245.96 feet Northwesterly along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 
25°20‘01‖; thence 
N 72°27‘39‖ W a distance of 114.93 feet; thence 
N 75°39‘07‖ W a distance of 52.54 feet; thence 
N 00°03‘08‖ E along a portion of the East line of Autumn Glenn II Annexation, City 
Ordinance No. 3877, a distance of 156.88 feet; thence N 89°55‘08‖ E along the South 
line o f said Ironwood subdivision plat, a distance of 642.28 feet, more or less, to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 3.54 Acres or 154,158 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 

 
 
 WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 16th 
day of January, 2008; 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 this   day of   , 2008. 
 
 
Attest: 
 
     _________________________________ 
      President of the Council 
_____________________________ 
City Clerk 

 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

SIPES ANNEXATION 

 

APPROXIMATELY 3.54 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 416 1/2 30 ROAD, 413, AND 415 30 1/4 ROAD 

 
  

 WHEREAS, on the 19th day of November, 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 16th 
day of January, 2008; 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: 
 

SIPES ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(SW 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 

 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of the plat of Ironwood, as same is recorded 

in Plat Book 12, Page 454, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and assuming the 
East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16 bears S 00°02‘08‖ W with all other 
bearings shown hereon being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N 
89°55‘08‖ E along the Easterly extension of the South line of said Ironwood, a distance of 



  

33.00 feet to a point on the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16; thence S 
00°02‘ 08‖ W along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16, also being the 
West line of Humphrey Annexation No. 2, City Ordinance No. 4003, a distance of 178.20 
feet; thence N 89°57‘52‖ W a distance of 218.00 feet; thence S 00°02‘08‖ W a distance of 
200.00 feet; thence S 89°55‘08‖ W a distance of 49.59 feet, more or less, to the 
centerline of the Grand Valley Canal; thence along said centerline the following four (4) 
courses: 

N 41°58‘56‖ W a distance of 59.40 feet to the beginning of a 556.27 foot radius 
curve, concave Southwest, whose long chord bears N 58°13‘06‖ W with a long chord 
length of 243.96 feet; thence 

245.96 feet Northwesterly along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 
25°20‘01‖; thence 

N 72°27‘39‖ W a distance of 114.93 feet; thence 
N 75°39‘07‖ W a distance of 52.54 feet; thence 
N 00°03‘08‖ E along a portion of the East line of Autumn Glenn II Annexation, City 

Ordinance No. 3877, a distance of 156.88 feet; thence N 89°55‘08‖ E along the South line 
o f said Ironwood subdivision plat, a distance of 642.28 feet, more or less, to the Point of 
Beginning. 

 
CONTAINING 3.54 Acres or 154,158 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 19th day of November, 2007 and ordered 
published. 
 

 ADOPTED this   day of   , 2008. 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
      ____________________________ 
      President of the Council 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE SIPES ANNEXATION TO 

R-8 (RESIDENTIAL 8-DU/AC) 
 

LOCATED AT 416 1/2 30 ROAD, 413, AND 415 30 1/4 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 Sipes Annexation to the R-8 (Residential 8-du/ac) 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-8 (Residential 8-du/ac) 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-8 (Residential 8-du/ac). 
 

SIPES ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 
1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of the plat of Ironwood, as same is recorded in 
Plat Book 12, Page 454, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and assuming the 
East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16 bears S 00°02‘08‖ W with all other 
bearings shown hereon being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N 
89°55‘08‖ E along the Easterly extension of the South line of said Ironwood, a distance 
of 33.00 feet to a point on the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16; 
thence S 00°02‘ 08‖ W along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 16, 



  

also being the West line of Humphrey Annexation No. 2, City Ordinance No. 4003, a 
distance of 178.20 feet; thence N 89°57‘52‖ W a distance of 218.00 feet; thence S 
00°02‘08‖ W a distance of 200.00 feet; thence S 89°55‘08‖ W a distance of 49.59 feet, 
more or less, to the centerline of the Grand Valley Canal; thence along said centerline 
the following four (4) courses: 
N 41°58‘56‖ W a distance of 59.40 feet to the beginning of a 556.27 foot radius curve, 
concave Southwest, whose long chord bears N 58°13‘06‖ W with a long chord length of 
243.96 feet; thence 
245.96 feet Northwesterly along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 
25°20‘01‖; thence 
N 72°27‘39‖ W a distance of 114.93 feet; thence 
N 75°39‘07‖ W a distance of 52.54 feet; thence 
N 00°03‘08‖ E along a portion of the East line of Autumn Glenn II Annexation, City 
Ordinance No. 3877, a distance of 156.88 feet; thence N 89°55‘08‖ E along the South 
line o f said Ironwood subdivision plat, a distance of 642.28 feet, more or less, to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 3.54 Acres or 154,158 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 

 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading this 2nd day of January, 2008 and ordered published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading this   day of   , 2008. 
 
ATTEST: 
      
 ________________________________ 
       President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

Attach 5 
Public Hearing – Cunningham Investment Annexation, Located at 2098 E ½ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Cunningham Investment Annexation - Located at 2098 
E ½ Road 

File # GPA-2007-263 

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Placement on the Agenda Consent  Individual X 

Date Prepared January 2, 2008 

Author Name & Title Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

Presenter Name & Title Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 

Summary:  Request to annex 30.34 acres, located at 2098 E ½ Road in the Redlands. 
 The Cunningham Investment Annexation consists of 1 parcel of land and is a 5 part 
serial annexation. 

 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution accepting the petition for 
the Cunningham Investment Annexation and hold a public hearing and consider final 
passage of the Annexation Ordinance. 

 

Attachments:   
1. Staff Report / Background Information 
2. Site Location Map; Aerial Photo Map 
3. Future Land Use Map; Existing City and County Zoning Map  
4. Acceptance Resolution  
5. Annexation Ordinance  
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2098 E ½ Road 

Applicants: Cunningham Investment Company, Inc., Owner 

Existing Land Use: Vacant land 

Proposed Land Use: Residential subdivision 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Single-family residential 

South Vacant land and Single-family residential 

East Single-family residential 

West Vacant land and Single-family residential 

Existing Zoning: 
RSF-4, Residential Single-Family – 4 units/acre 
and RSF-2, Residential Single-Family – 2 
units/acre (County) 

Proposed Zoning: 
To be determined.  Applicant has filed a Growth 
Plan Amendment 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North 
RSF-4, Residential Single-Family – 4 units/acre 
and RSF-2, Residential Single-Family – 2 
units/acre (County) 

South 
RSF-4, Residential Single-Family – 4 units/acre 
and RSF-2, Residential Single-Family – 2 
units/acre (County) 

East 
RSF-4, Residential Single-Family – 4 units/acre 
(County) 

West 
RSF-2, Residential Single-Family – 2 units/acre  
(County) 

Growth Plan Designation: Estate (2 – 5 acres/DU) 

Zoning within density range? N/A Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 30.34 acres of land and is comprised of 1 

parcel of land and is a 5 part serial annexation. The property owner has 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 
Cunningham Investment Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with 
the following: 
 a)  A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

November 21, 

2007 

Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction of a proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

To be scheduled Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

To be scheduled Introduction of a proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

January 16, 2008 
Acceptance of Petition and Public Hearing on Annexation by City 
Council 

February 17, 2008 Effective date of Annexation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: GPA-2007-263 

Location:  2098 E ½ Road 

Tax ID Number:  2947-221-00-150 

Parcels:  1 

Estimated Population: 0 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 0 

# of Dwelling Units:    0 

Acres land annexed:     30.34 

Developable Acres Remaining: 27.73 

Right-of-way in Annexation: 2.61 

Previous County Zoning:   
RSF-4, Residential Single-Family – 4 
units/acre and RSF-2, Residential Single-
Family – 2 units/acre 

Proposed City Zoning: To be determined 

Current Land Use: Vacant land 

Future Land Use: Estate (2 – 5 acres/DU) 

Values: 
Assessed: $88,000 

Actual: $303,450 

Address Ranges: 2098 E ½ Road 

Special Districts:  

  

Water: Ute Water Conservancy District 

Sewer: City of Grand Junction 

Fire:   Grand Junction Rural Fire 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 
Redlands Water and Power 

School: District 51 

Pest:  



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 



  

Site Location Map – 2098 E ½ Road 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map – 2098 E ½ Road 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map – 2098 E ½ Road 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

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

directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 

Rural 
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Residential 
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Estate 

(2 – 5 Ac./DU) 

Commercial 
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County Zoning 
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RSF-2  
B-1 

R-2 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A  

PETITION FOR ANNEXATION, MAKING CERTAIN  

FINDINGS, DETERMINING THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE  

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION 

 

LOCATED AT 2098 E ½ ROAD  

INCLUDING PORTIONS OF THE E ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 

 

IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 
 

WHEREAS, on the 21
st
 day of November, 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: 

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 1 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 NE 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of 
Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, County 
of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of said 
Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22 bears N 
89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from 
said Point of Commencement, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22 a distance of 40.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, N 00°02‘05‖ E along the East line of Reinking Annexation No. 2, 
City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3254 a distance of 20.00 feet to a point on the 
North right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along said North right of way, a 
distance of 90.00 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W a distance of 20.00 feet to a point on the 
South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South 
line, a distance of 79.64 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W a distance of 25.00 feet to a point 
on the South right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South right 
of way, a distance of 10.00 feet to a point on the East line of said Reinking Annexation 
No. 2; thence N 00°02‘05‖ E along said East line (also being the East right of way for 
20-1/2 Road) a distance of 25.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 2,051 Square Feet or 0.05 Acres, more or less, as described. 



  

 
 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 2 
 
A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 NE 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of 
Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, County 
of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of said 
Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22 bears              
    N 89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence 
from said Point of Commencement, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of 
said Section 22 a distance of 50.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from 
said Point of Beginning, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22, a distance of 79.64 feet; thence N 00°29‘46‖ E a distance of 20.00 feet to a 
point on the North right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along said North 
right of way, a distance of 268.00 feet; thence S 83°07‘13‖W a distance of 350.54 feet; 
thence N 00°29‘46‖ E a distance of 25.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 6,229 Square Feet or 0.14 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 3 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 NE 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of 
Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, County 
of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of said 
Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22 bears N 
89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from 
said Point of Commencement, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22 a distance of 243.33 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, N 83°07‘13‖ E a distance of 155.79 feet to a point on the North right 
of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along said North right of way, a distance 
of 678.35 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W, a distance of 20.00 feet to a point on the South 
line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South line, a 
distance of 678.35 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W, a distance of 25.00 feet to a point on 
the South right of way for said E-1/2 Road; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South 
right of way, a distance of 347.64 feet; thence N 83°07‘13‖ E a distance of 194.74 feet, 
more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 



  

 
CONTAINING 21,389 Square Feet or 0.49 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
 
 
 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 4 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) and the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th 
Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter 
(SE 1/4 NE 1/4) of said Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22 bears N 89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative 
thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the 
NE 1/4 of said Section 22 a distance of 1,195.58 feet; thence S 00°03‘13‖ E a distance 
of 10.00 feet; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with 
the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22, a distance of 1195.59 feet, more or 
less, to a point on the West line of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NE 
1/4 SE 1/4) of said Section 22; thence S 00°00‘19‖ E along said West line, a distance of 
15.00 feet; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along a line 25.00 feet South of and parallel with the 
South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22, a distance of 928.95 feet; thence N 
00°29‘46‖ E a distance of 25.00 feet; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the 
NE 1/4 of said Section 22, a distance of 678.35 feet; thence N 00°29‘46‖ E a distance 
of 20.00 feet to a point on the North right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E 
along said North right of way, a distance of 250.18 feet to a point on the East line of the 
Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 1/4 NE 1/4) of said Section 22; thence 
S 00°04‘46‖ E along said East line, a distance of 20.00 feet, more or less, to the Point 
of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 40,182 Square Feet or 0.92 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 5 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the East-half (E 1/2) of Section 22 and the West-half 
(W 1/2) of Section 23, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 



  

COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4 NE 1/4) of said Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 
of said Section 22 bears N 89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being 
relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement, S 00°00‘19‖ E along the 
West line of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NE 1/4 SE 1/4) of said 
Section 22, a distance of 10.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence                     
  S 89°30‘14‖ E along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with the North line of the 
NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 22 a distance of 1195.59 feet; thence N 00°03‘13‖ W a 
distance of 10.00 feet; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along the South line of the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 
a distance of 718.63 feet; thence along the boundary of that certain parcel of land 
described in Book 2566, Page 428, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado the 
following five (5) courses:  (1)  N 00°06‘14‖ E a distance of 737.51 feet, (2)  S 89°54‘21‖ 
E a distance of 1151.54 feet, (3)  S 22°12‘18‖ W a distance of 188.16 feet, (4)  S 
85°08‘25‖ E a distance of 784.87 feet, (5)  S 09°06‘35‖ W a distance of 516.87 feet; 
thence S 00°26‘09‖ E a distance of 19.98 feet; thence N 89°48‘44‖ W a distance of 
932.52 feet to a point on the West line of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of said 
Section 23; thence N 89°30‘15‖ W along a line 25.00 feet South of and parallel with the 
North line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 22 distance of 1326.60 feet to a point on 
the West line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 22; thence N 00°00‘19‖ W along said 
West line a distance of 15.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 1,251,919 Square Feet or 28.74 Acres, more or less, as described.  
 
           WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 
16

th
 day of January, 2008; 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   , 2008. 
 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                                        _________________________ 
                                                                                        President of the Council 
_________________________ 
City Clerk 

 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 1  

 

APPROXIMATELY 0.05 ACRES 
 

INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE  

E ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 21
st
 day of November, 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 
16

th
 day of January, 2008; 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: 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 1 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 NE 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of 
Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, County 
of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of said 
Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22 bears N 
89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from 
said Point of Commencement, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22 a distance of 40.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 



  

Point of Beginning, N 00°02‘05‖ E along the East line of Reinking Annexation No. 2, 
City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3254 a distance of 20.00 feet to a point on the 
North right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along said North right of way, a 
distance of 90.00 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W a distance of 20.00 feet to a point on the 
South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South 
line, a distance of 79.64 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W a distance of 25.00 feet to a point 
on the South right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South right 
of way, a distance of 10.00 feet to a point on the East line of said Reinking Annexation 
No. 2; thence N 00°02‘05‖ E along said East line (also being the East right of way for 
20-1/2 Road) a distance of 25.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 2,051 Square Feet or 0.05 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 21
st
 day of November, 2007 and ordered 

published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2008. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 2  

 

APPROXIMATELY 0.14 ACRES 
 

INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE  

E ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 21
st
 day of November, 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 
16

th
 day of January, 2008; 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: 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 2 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 NE 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of 
Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, County 
of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of said 
Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22 bears              
    N 89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence 



  

from said Point of Commencement, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of 
said Section 22 a distance of 50.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from 
said Point of Beginning, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22, a distance of 79.64 feet; thence N 00°29‘46‖ E a distance of 20.00 feet to a 
point on the North right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along said North 
right of way, a distance of 268.00 feet; thence S 83°07‘13‖W a distance of 350.54 feet; 
thence N 00°29‘46‖ E a distance of 25.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 6,229 Square Feet or 0.14 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 21
st
 day of November, 2007 and ordered 

published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2008. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 3 

 

APPROXIMATELY 0.49 ACRES 
 

INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE  

E ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 21
st
 day of November, 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 
16

th
 day of January, 2008; 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: 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 3 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 NE 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of 
Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, County 
of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 

COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of said 
Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22 bears N 
89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from 
said Point of Commencement, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22 a distance of 243.33 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 



  

Point of Beginning, N 83°07‘13‖ E a distance of 155.79 feet to a point on the North right 
of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along said North right of way, a distance 
of 678.35 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W, a distance of 20.00 feet to a point on the South 
line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South line, a 
distance of 678.35 feet; thence S 00°29‘46‖ W, a distance of 25.00 feet to a point on 
the South right of way for said E-1/2 Road; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along said South 
right of way, a distance of 347.64 feet; thence N 83°07‘13‖ E a distance of 194.74 feet, 
more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 21,389 Square Feet or 0.49 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 21
st
 day of November, 2007 and ordered 

published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2008. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 4 

 

APPROXIMATELY 0.92 ACRES 
 

INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE  

E ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 21
st
 day of November, 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 
16

th
 day of January, 2008; 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: 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 4 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) and the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4) of Section 22, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th 
Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter 
(SE 1/4 NE 1/4) of said Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 of said 
Section 22 bears N 89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being relative 
thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the 
NE 1/4 of said Section 22 a distance of 1,195.58 feet; thence S 00°03‘13‖ E a distance 



  

of 10.00 feet; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with 
the South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22, a distance of 1195.59 feet, more or 
less, to a point on the West line of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NE 
1/4 SE 1/4) of said Section 22; thence S 00°00‘19‖ E along said West line, a distance of 
15.00 feet; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along a line 25.00 feet South of and parallel with the 
South line of the NE 1/4 of said Section 22, a distance of 928.95 feet; thence N 
00°29‘46‖ E a distance of 25.00 feet; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E along the South line of the 
NE 1/4 of said Section 22, a distance of 678.35 feet; thence N 00°29‘46‖ E a distance 
of 20.00 feet to a point on the North right of way for E-1/2 Road; thence S 89°30‘14‖ E 
along said North right of way, a distance of 250.18 feet to a point on the East line of the 
Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter (SW 1/4 NE 1/4) of said Section 22; thence 
S 00°04‘46‖ E along said East line, a distance of 20.00 feet, more or less, to the Point 
of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 40,182 Square Feet or 0.92 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 21
st
 day of November, 2007 and ordered 

published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2008. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 5 

 

APPROXIMATELY 28.74 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 2098 E ½ ROAD INCLUDING PORTIONS OF THE  

E ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 21
st
 day of November, 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 
16

th
 day of January, 2008; 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: 
 

CUNNINGHAM INVESTMENT ANNEXATION NO. 5 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the East-half (E 1/2) of Section 22 and the West-half 
(W 1/2) of Section 23, Township 11 South, Range 101 West of the 6th Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4 NE 1/4) of said Section 22 and assuming the South line of the NE 1/4 
of said Section 22 bears N 89°30‘14‖ W with all other bearings contained herein being 
relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement, S 00°00‘19‖ E along the 
West line of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NE 1/4 SE 1/4) of said 



  

Section 22, a distance of 10.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence                     
  S 89°30‘14‖ E along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with the North line of the 
NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 22 a distance of 1195.59 feet; thence N 00°03‘13‖ W a 
distance of 10.00 feet; thence N 89°30‘14‖ W along the South line of the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 
a distance of 718.63 feet; thence along the boundary of that certain parcel of land 
described in Book 2566, Page 428, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado the 
following five (5) courses:  (1)  N 00°06‘14‖ E a distance of 737.51 feet, (2)  S 89°54‘21‖ 
E a distance of 1151.54 feet, (3)  S 22°12‘18‖ W a distance of 188.16 feet, (4)  S 
85°08‘25‖ E a distance of 784.87 feet, (5)  S 09°06‘35‖ W a distance of 516.87 feet; 
thence S 00°26‘09‖ E a distance of 19.98 feet; thence N 89°48‘44‖ W a distance of 
932.52 feet to a point on the West line of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of said 
Section 23; thence N 89°30‘15‖ W along a line 25.00 feet South of and parallel with the 
North line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 22 distance of 1326.60 feet to a point on 
the West line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 22; thence N 00°00‘19‖ W along said 
West line a distance of 15.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 1,251,919 Square Feet or 28.74 Acres, more or less, as described.  
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 21
st
 day of November, 2007 and ordered 

published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2008. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 



  

Attach 6 
Public Hearing Zoning Amendment for Weeminuche Estates Subdivision 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Weeminuche Estates Subdivision Zoning Amendment 

File # PP-2007-003 

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Placement on the Agenda Consent X Individual  

Date Prepared January 4, 2008 

Author Name & Title Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor 

Presenter Name & Title Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor 

 

Summary: A request for approval to amend the existing Planned Development 
(PD) zoning with a default zone of R-4 by approval of a Preliminary Development 
Plan (PDP) to develop 362 dwelling units on 151.38 acres as a Planned 
Development. 

 

Budget:  N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a public hearing and consider final 
passage of an Ordinance amending the Planned Development Zoning for 
Weeminuche Estates Subdivision. 

 

Attachments:   

 
1. Staff Report 
2. Site Location Map 
3. Aerial Photo Map 
4. Future Land Use Map 
5. Existing City and County Zoning Map 
6. Exhibit A – Preliminary Development Plan 
7. Exhibit B – Preliminary Landscape Plan 
8. Exhibit C – Phasing Plan 
9. Exhibit D – Ordinance No. 2482 
10. Exhibit E – Saccomanno Girls Trust Annexation Agreement 
11. Exhibit F – North Central Valley Plan Documents 
12. Exhibit G – May 3, 1995 City Council Minutes 
13. Exhibit H – Letters and petitions 
14. Exhibit I – County URR-5 Future Land Use Information 



  

15. Exhibit J – November 27, 2007, Planning Commission DRAFT Meeting 
Minutes 

16. Ordinance 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 
North of H Road between 26 and 26 ½ 
Road and west of the 26 ½ Road and 
Summer Hill Way intersection 

Applicants:  
Owner/Developer – 26 Road, LLC  
Representative – Ciavonne, Roberts & 
Associates 

Existing Land Use: Agriculture 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential and Agriculture 

South Residential and Agriculture 

East Residential and Agriculture 

West Residential and Agriculture 

Existing Zoning:   PD (Planned Development) 

Proposed Zoning:   PD (Planned Development) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North AFT (County) 

South R-1 (Residential – 1 du/ac) 

East 
RSF-R (County), R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac) 
R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) 

West RSF-R, PUD, AFT, RSF-E (County) 

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

Zoning within density range?      X Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Request approval of the Preliminary Development 
Plan for Weeminuche Estates Subdivision for a 362 lot subdivision containing 
two-family dwellings and single-family detached dwellings on 151.38 acres, with 
a proposed default zone of R-4 and an overall density of 2.39 du/ac in a Planned 
Development (PD) zone district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the Preliminary Development Plan for 
Weeminuche Estates Subdivision. 



  

Staff Analysis: 
 
Background 
 
The subject parcel was annexed into the City of Grand Junction (City) as part of 
the Pomona Park Annexation in May 1995 by Ordinance 2842 and zoned 
Planned Residential (PR) with a density restriction equivalent to RSF-2.  Since 
then, the PR designation has been changed in nomenclature to Planned 
Development (PD) and therefore the property is currently zoned PD.  Ordinance 
2842 requires the subject parcel to have a density equivalent to the RSF-2 zone 
district and includes a requirement that higher density locate towards the eastern 
edge and lower density locate towards the western edge of the property.  
Although the proposed density is 2.39 dwelling units per acre, the Plan complies 
with the density restrictions because the applicant can, under Section 3.6 of the 
current Zoning and Development Code (Code), request a 20% density bonus, 
and because density is clustered as required.   
 
When the parcel was annexed in 1995, an agreement between the City and 
owners of the property was entered into in order for the property to be annexed 
into the City.  The agreement is known as the Saccamanno Girls Trust 
Annexation Agreement (Agreement).  The Agreement required, as a condition of 
annexation, the City Council to adopt zoning for the property "substantially as 
provided" in that agreement.  The Agreement provided for "zoning which results 
in a density of not more than two units per acre for the Property."  Zoning in 
accordance with the Agreement was adopted by the City Council in Ordinance 
2842, and the Developer acknowledged the City's discharge of its obligations by 
not exercising its right to terminate the annexation. 
 
The Agreement is not a development agreement.  It does not, therefore, dictate 
adherence to specific bulk standards or require a specific effective density for the 
development of the subject property.  It also does not restrict the City Council's 
authority to exercise its powers in the future (for example, to enact density bonus 
provisions in the Code) which may affect how the property would actually 
develop in the future.  It also does not tie the hands of the City Council to 
exercise its discretion to approve the current Plan.   
 
Neighbors have voiced a concern that the Agreement restricts the effective 
density of the development to no greater than two dwelling units per acre.  This 
is not the case, however, as the City's obligations under the Agreement were 
discharged with the adoption of a conforming zoning designation.  The 
Agreement does not dictate a specific effective density or require application of 
specific bulk standards to any future development.  It also does not restrict the 
legislative authority of the Council nor the application of future legislation (such 
as, in this case, density bonus provisions) to future development of the property. 
  
 



  

Density 
 
The 151.38-acre property is located north of H Road between 26 Road and 26 ½ 
Road and west of the 26 Road and Summer Hill Way intersection.  The applicant 
proposes a mix of residential uses on the subject property.  The parcel is 
currently used for agriculture.  The Growth Plan designates this property as 
Residential Medium Low (2 to 4 du/ac) which supports approval of up to 605 
dwelling units at an R-4 zone district density. The applicant is requesting a base 
density of 302 dwelling units allowed by the current PD zoning. Through the 
Density Bonus provisions, outlined in Chapter 3 and referenced in Chapter 5 of 
the Code, the applicant is requesting an additional 60 dwelling units, to bring the 
total dwelling unit count to 362 units.  If approved, the overall density of the 
subdivision will be 2.39 dwelling units per acre.  
 
The applicant is proposing a variety of residential housing types on this property. 
 The annexation agreement with the City stated that the development should 
provide for a transition of density across the project with larger lots located on 
the western portion of the parcel transitioning to smaller lots on the eastern 
portion of the parcel.  The project proposes larger lots (approximately ½ acre 
lots) on west/northwest side of the site with one-third to one-quarter acre lots in 
the center of the project. Smaller lots for attached housing are proposed along 
the southern portions of the site adjacent to existing R-5 and R-4 zone districts.  
Similarly sized lots for two-family dwellings exist east of the site in the Summer 
Hill development.   
 
Access 
 
The proposed subdivision has three (3) ingress points, with the two (2) main 
access points off 26 Road and 26 ½ Road and a secondary access off H ¾ 
Road.  Streets internal to the subdivision will be constructed according to the 
Urban Residential Street section, a 44‘ wide right-of-way.  The Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan classifies 26 Road and 26 ½ Road as a Major Collector.  The 
applicant is proposing a 60‘ wide right-of-way, with street improvements to the 
right-of-way to be completed by the City at a future date.  The developer will pay 
the City the required Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) fees and these 
fees will be used for the future right-of-way street improvements.   
 
The applicant requested an Alternate Residential Street Standards for Washita 
Avenue and Weeminuche Avenue.  This request was approved and allows for 
landscaped medians at the intersections of Washita Avenue and 26 Road and 
Weeminuche Avenue and 26 ½ Road.  The right-of-way for both streets was 
increased beyond the standard width to accommodate the medians.  The 
landscape medians in the Washita Avenue and Weeminuche Avenue will be 
maintained by the Home Owners Association. 
 
 
 



  

 
 
Open Space/Park 
 
Section 6.3 of the Zoning and Development Code requires that any residential 
development of 10 or more lots or dwelling units shall dedicate 10% of the gross 
acreage of the property or the equivalent of 10% of the value of the property.  A 
7.37 acre park has been proposed at the northwest corner of the property that 
includes irrigation water and an irrigation system.  It is the intention to dedicate 
this park to the City as part of the required 10% open space dedication 
requirement.  Because the park is less than the 10% requirement (an additional 
7.76 acres is required), the Developer will have to pay a fee in lieu of the 
dedication on the remaining required acreage.   
 
An additional 22.35 acres of open space has been proposed that includes the 
following: 
 

 A 65‘ wide landscape buffer on the west side of the subdivision along 26 
Road which will include a 10‘ wide detached pedestrian trail and 6‘ tall 
perimeter fencing.     

 

 A 30‘ wide landscape buffer on the east side of the subdivision along 26 
½ Road which will included a 10‘ wide detached pedestrian trail and 6‘ tall 
perimeter fencing.   

 

 One primary neighborhood play area (located at the end of Paiute Court) 
and two secondary neighborhood play areas (located on the southern 
boundary of the subdivision).   

 

 The Leach Creek Natural Area located at the southeast corner of the 
development along Leach Creek. 

 

 Several tracts throughout the development that will include pedestrian 
trails, landscaping and 4‘ tall perimeter fencing. 

 
All the open space areas (with the exception of the Leach Creek Natural Area) 
will be improved with trees, shrubs, turf and rocks meeting the requirements of 
Section 6.5.B of the Code when applicable.  More detailed landscape plans will 
be submitted with each phase as part of the final planning process.   
 
All of the Tracts (except Tract A) will be conveyed to and maintained by the 
Home Owners Association. 
 



  

Pedestrian Trails 
 
A pedestrian trail network is proposed throughout the development consisting of 
approximately 7,200 lineal feet of concrete surfaced trails that vary in width from 
8‘ wide to 10‘ wide.  The trails are located along 26 Road, 26 ½ Road, the 
southern boundary of the subdivision and internally within the subdivision.  The 
trail network will include access to the neighborhood play areas and the 
proposed City park. 
 
Development Character 
 
The development has been designed to create a mix of housing types.  Two-
family dwellings on 5,000 square foot lots are located in the south southeast 
portion of the development.  Single-family detached dwellings on 12,000 square 
foot lots are located in the center of the development.  And single-family 
detached dwellings on lots greater than 15,000 square feet are located north and 
west in the development.  It is the desire to create a development with a mix of 
housing prices for purchase by a wider segment of the community. 
 
Site Layout 
 
The development has been designed in a modified grid layout of lots and blocks 
which allow for better distribution of traffic on internal streets.   Access to the 
development is from 3 access points (26 Road, 26 ½ Road and H ¾ Road).  The 
3 access points allow for better distribution of traffic onto external roads and a 
stub street has been located along the south property line to allow access to the 
adjacent property to the southwest. 
 
Signage 
 
Two entry signs will be located at the Weeminuche Avenue and 26 Road 
intersection and at the Washita Avenue and 26 ½ Road intersection.  The 
proposed signs will be of wood frame construction with cultured stone facing, 
sandstone cap and stucco panel face.  Final sign design will be reviewed during 
the final plan process and will have to meet the requirements of Section 4.2 of 
the Code. 
 

STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 
 
To approve a request for a PD zone and preliminary development plan, the 
standards and criteria cited under Section 2.12 of the Code must be met.  The 
intent and purpose of the PD zone is to provide flexibility not available through 
strict application and interpretation of the standards established in Chapter 3 of 
the Code.  The Code also states that PD zoning should be used only when long-
term community benefits, which may be achieved through high quality planned 
development, will be derived.  Long-term benefits include, but are not limited to: 
 



  

1. More effective infrastructure; 
2. Reduced traffic demands; 
3. A greater quality and quantity of public and/or private open space; 
4. Other recreational amenities; 
5. Needed housing types and/or mix; 
6. Innovative design; 
7. Protection and/or preservation of natural resources, habitat areas and 

natural features; and/or 
8. Public art. 

 
The proposed development has met the following long-term community benefits: 
 

1. A greater quality and quantity of public and/or private open space; 
2. Needed housing types and/or mix; 
3. Protection and/or preservation of natural resources, habitat areas and 

natural features. 
 

These community benefits were met by creation of an additional 22.35 acres of 
open space over and above the 10% requirement, by proposing two-family 
dwelling lots and single-family detached dwelling lots thereby creating a mix of 
housing and placing the Leach Creek Natural Area in an open space tract 
effectively preserving a habitat area and natural feature. 
 
Review Criteria 
 
Section 2.12 C.2. requires that a preliminary development plan application shall 
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. 

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

policies. 
 
Applicant‘s Response:  The plan complies with the Growth Plan, 
major street plan, and the other applicable adopted plans and 
policies.  The project is proposed within the density ranges of the 
Growth Plan and complies with the use standards. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The number of proposed dwelling units comply 
with the Growth Plan designation of Residential Medium Low (2-4 
du/ac).  The developer will pay Transportation Capacity Payment 
(TCP) fees to the City for future improvements to adjacent streets.  
The subject parcel is located in the area covered by the North 
Central Valley Plan, the Urban Growth Boundary and the North 
Central Valley Plan.  The proposed development meets the goals 
and objectives Growth Plan and the North Central Valley Plan.  



  

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

Development Code. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  Section 2.6 is not applicable to this 
application because a rezone is not requested for this property. 
 
Staff‘s Response:  The parcel was annexed and zoned in 1995 and 
this request is to amend the existing PD zone by adopting the R-4 
bulk standards as the default standards, approve deviations and 
approve a preliminary development plan.  This is not a request to 
rezone the property. 
 

3) The planned development requirements of Chapter Five of the 
Zoning and Development Code.      

 
Applicant‘s Response:  The proposed plan is in conformance with 
the Planned Development requirements of Chapter 5. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The plan meets the development criteria and 
standards as listed in Chapter 5 of the Zoning and Development 
Code (Code). 

 
4) The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in 

Chapter Seven. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The proposed plan is in conformance with 
the standards in Chapter 7, specifically the slope criteria and the 
floodplain criteria as they relate to Leach Creek.  The floodplain 
information was taken from the Icon Engineering report dated 
October 2004 and revised February 2005. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The preliminary development plan depicts the 
―Limits of Development‖ along Leach Creek.  Therefore no 
development will be located within a 100-year floodplain.  
Furthermore, the plan is in compliance with the Hillside 
Development Standards.     

 
5) Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent 

with the projected impacts of the development. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  Adequate public facilities and services will 
be provided concurrent with the projected impacts of the 
development as evidenced in the attached plans and phasing 
schedule.  Staff will review the plans under this criterion. 
 



  

Staff‘s Response:  Public services and facilities can be provided to 
the parcel. 

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

areas to be developed. 
 
Applicant‘s Response:  Adequate circulation and access is 
provided throughout the site.  Multiple connections to perimeter 
streets are proposed.  These connections will divide traffic impacts 
and provide the residents with access alternatives.  The project is 
also responsible for TCP fees which will be utilized for street 
improvements. 
 
Staff‘s Response:  Three ingress/egress points are proposed to 
provide access to the development.  Internal streets will be 
constructed according to the Urban Residential standards with the 
exception of Weeminuche and Washita Avenues. The applicant 
requested and was approved an Alternate Residential Street 
Standards for Washita Avenue and Weeminuche Avenue.  The 
approval allows for landscaped medians at the intersections of 
Washita Avenue and 26 Road and Weeminuche Avenue and 26 ½ 
Road.  The right-of-way for both streets was increased beyond the 
standard width to accommodate the medians. 

 
7) Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses 

shall be provided. 
 
Applicant‘s Response:  Ample screening and buffering is proposed. 
 An approximate 65‘ wide landscape area is proposed along the 
west side of the project and approximately 30‘ wide along the east 
side.  Fencing is proposed along the 26 Road and 26 ½ Road 
boundaries. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  Landscape buffering is proposed along the east 
and west boundaries of the development including 6‘ tall perimeter 
fencing.  Furthermore, Section 6.5 C.4. requires that all unimproved 
right-of-way adjacent to new development projects shall be 
landscaped and irrigated by the owner and/or homeowners 
association.  An unimproved 7.37 acre City park is proposed to be 
dedicated on the northwest corner of the development.  In addition, 
Leach Creek will remain undisturbed on the southeastern portion of 
the development.   

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

area to be developed. 
 



  

Applicant‘s Response:  The proposed density range is at the low 
end of the allowed 2 to 4 du/ac range specified in the Growth Plan. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The proposed overall density is 2.39 dwelling 
units per acre, which is within the Growth Plan designation density. 
 Larger lots will be located on the western side of the development 
transitioning to smaller lots on the eastern side of the development. 

 
9) An appropriate set of ―default‖ or minimum standards for the entire 

property or for each area to be developed. 
 
Applicant‘s Response:  The default zone for this project is R-4.  
The project narrative will address any deviations to these standards 
herein. 

   
Staff‘s Response:  The applicant is proposing an R-4 default zone 
with deviations as listed in this report. 

 
10) An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the 

entire property or for each area to be developed. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  An appropriate phasing plan has been 
proposed.  The Weeminuche Planned development will be 
developed in three phases.   

 
Staff‘s Response:  The applicant has submitted a plan proposing 
the subdivision be developed in three phases. 

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

                            
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The property exceeds 20 acres. 
 
 Staff‘s Response:  The property is 151.38 acres in size. 
 

b) The applicable preliminary subdivision plan 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. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The plan complies with the Growth Plan, 
major street plan, and the other applicable adopted plans and 
policies.  The project is proposed within the density ranges of the 
Growth Plan and complies with the use standards. 

 



  

Staff‘s Response:  The proposed density complies with the Growth 
Plan designation of Residential Medium Low and allowed by the 
North Central Valley Plan.  Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) 
fees will be paid to the City for future right-of-way improvements.  
The applicant is proposing pedestrian trails that comply with the 
Urban Trails Master Plan for this area.   

 
2) The Subdivision standards (Section 6.7) 

 
Applicant‘s Response:    The proposed plan is in conformance with 
the Subdivision standards in Chapter 6. 
 
Staff‘s Response:  The proposed subdivision complies with the 
subdivision standards listed in Section 6.7.   

 
3) The Zoning standards (Chapter 3) 

 
Applicant‘s Response:    The proposed plan is in conformance with 
the zoning standards as defined in Chapter 3, the default standards 
of the R-4 zone district and the amended zone district standards 
proposed herein. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The applicant is proposing a default zone of R-4 
with changes proposed herein and therefore complies with the 
standards listed in Chapter 3.   

 
4) Other standards and requirements of the Zoning and Development 

Code and other City policies and regulations. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The plan complies with other standards and 
requirements of this Code and other City policies.  Staff will also 
review the plan for compliance. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The proposed plan complies with the Code, the 
Growth Plan density of Residential Medium Low (2 to 4 du/ac), the 
North Central Valley Plan, the Stormwater Management Manual 
(SWMM) and Transportation Engineering Design Standards 
(TEDS). 

 
5) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent 

with the subdivision. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  Adequate circulation and access is 
provided throughout the site.  Multiple connections to perimeter 
streets are proposed.  These connections will divide traffic impacts 
and provide the residents with access alternatives.  The project is 



  

also responsible for TCP fees which will be utilized for street 
improvements. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  All public services and facilities will be provided 
as each phase of the subdivision is developed.   

 
6) The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon 

the natural or social environment. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The project is located within the Urban 
Growth Boundary and is identified on the Growth Plan for the 
densities proposed.  Since these two provided a foreshadowing of 
the development potential development and densities, this project 
will not have a negative impact of the surrounding social 
environment.  The project proposes city desired parks and open 
space areas which will enhance interaction with neighbors.  The 
project also respects the natural areas on the site by avoiding 
heavily vegetated area and by retaining and expanding the existing 
pond. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The subject parcel is located on the fringe of the 
Urban Growth Boundary.  Lower density residential development, 
located in the County, is located to the north and west.  Higher 
density residential development, located in the City, is located to 
the east.  The subject parcel lies in a transition area from low to 
high density.  The applicant is proposing to develop the subdivision 
in a manner to buffer this transition.  A 7.37 acre portion of the 
subdivision, located on the northwest corner of the property, will be 
dedicated as a future City park.  Larger lots will be developed on 
the western portion of the development adjacent to the lower 
density parcels located to the west of the subdivision.    

 
7) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent 

properties. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The project is compatible with the existing 
surrounding development.  The project has densities allowed within 
the Growth Plan range, the densities are equal or less than the 
Summer Hill project to the east of the site, and the largest lots were 
placed on the north and west side of the project to create a better 
transition to the large lot County development to the north and 
south of the project site. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  To the east and south are City zoned R-1, R-4, 
R-5 and PD zoned subdivisions containing single-family and two-
family lots.  To the north and west are County zoned RSF-E, AFT 
and PUD zoned subdivisions on 2-acre and above lots.  The 



  

subject parcel is bounded on the north and west by the urban 
growth boundary for the City.  Higher densities are located in the 
City and transition to lower densities in the County.  The 
Weeminuche Estates Planned Development proposes an overall 
density of 2.39 dwelling units per acre and a mix of single-family 
and two-family lots.  The proposed development is similar in 
density and housing types with existing City subdivisions located in 
this area.    
 
Although the subject parcel is located adjacent to County zoned 
parcels with lower density to the north and west, the Future Land 
Use Designation to the north and northwest will permit higher 
densities in the County.  The area to the north and northwest is 
designated URR-5 on the Future Land Use map with Mesa County 
(see Exhibit G).  The minimum lot size for development is 10 acres. 
 The URR-5 land use allows 60% of the parcel to be developed at 
current densities and 40% of the parcel is set aside in reserve.  The 
40% reserve is for future redevelopment at higher densities once 
sewer service is extended to the parcel and a zone district for a 
higher density has been approved.  Policies have been set to allow 
for higher density in this area in the future.  The proposed 
Weeminuche Estates Subdivision‘s overall density of 2.39 dwelling 
units per acre is compatible with existing and proposed 
development in the area.   

 
8) Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 

 
Applicant‘s Response:  The proposed project will have no 
detrimental impact to adjacent agricultural land. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The proposed subdivision is for residential use 
and is adjacent to residential subdivisions varying from low to 
higher densities.  

 
9) Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of 

agricultural land or other unique areas. 
 

Applicant‘s Response:  The project site is surrounded by developed 
residential property. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The subject parcel is located within the Urban 
Growth Boundary and is adjacent to higher density developments 
to the east.   

 
10) There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public 

services. 
 



  

Applicant‘s Response:  Adequate land exists to dedicate for the 
provision of public services. 
 
Staff‘s Response:  Adequate land is available to dedicate for 
provisions of public services.  
 

11) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for 
maintenance or improvement of land and/or facilities 
 
Applicant‘s Response:  The property has already been annexed 
into the City of Grand Junction.  The site will be served by urban 
services and facilities, and the site is located within the Urban 
Growth Boundary which is an area that anticipates this type of 
development. 

  
Staff‘s Response: The parcel is located within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and can be serviced by city services and facilities. 

 
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. 

 
Applicant‘s Response:  This section is not applicable. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  The proposed densities are in compliance with 
the Growth Plan and the North Central Valley Plan.  TCP fees will 
be collected for future street improvements and pedestrian trails 
will be dedicated for public use.  

 
2) Conditions of any prior approvals. 

 
Applicant‘s Response:  This section is not applicable. 

 
Staff‘s Response:  There are no previous development proposals 
for this parcel.  The proposed development complies with the 
annexation agreement as mentioned in this report. 

 
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. 

 



  

Applicant‘s Response:  This section is not applicable because the 
property has an existing zoning of PD (R-2 density) which is 
acceptable for the applicant. 
 
Staff‘s Response:  The parcel is zoned PD with a density 
equivalent to RSF-2 (see Ordinance 2842).  The applicant is 
proposing R-4, with deviations, as the default zone. 

 
d) The approved ODP, if applicable. 

 
This criteria is not applicable as an ODP has not been approved.  
 

e) The approved PD rezoning ordinance, if adopted with an ODP. 
 

This criteria is not applicable as an ODP has not been approved.  
 

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

 
The proposed overall density is 2.39 dwelling units per acre. 
 

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

 
The area of the plan meets this criterion as the site is approximately 
151.38 acres. 

 
Development Standards 
 
The Weeminuche Estates Preliminary Development Plan is proposing a default 
zone of R-4, which is allowed under the existing Growth Plan designation of 
Residential Medium Low (2 to 4 du/ac). To achieve the proposed lot size 
variations, deviations of the bulk and dimensional standards of the R-4 zone are 
also being requested.  Furthermore, it is requested that Section 3.3 E.4. (a) and 
(b) of the Code not be applied to this development.  Two-family dwellings are 
proposed within this development and are identified as ―T‖ lots on the preliminary 
development plan.   
 
The proposal includes conformance to the R-4 bulk standards with the following 
deviations to Table 3.2 and Section 3.3.E of the Zoning and Development Code 
Dimensional Standards. 
 

 Minimum Lot Area – 5,000 square feet. 

 No additional square foot allowance required for flag lots.  There shall not be 
square footage percentage increase required for flag lots. 

 Minimum Lot Width – 40‘ 

 Minimum Lot Width on cul-de-sacs – 20‘ 



  

 Minimum street Frontage – 20‘ 

 Minimum Front Yard Setback – varies with Lot Type (see below) 

 Minimum Side Yard Setback – varies with Lot Type (see below) 

 Minimum Rear Yard Setback – varies with Lot Type (see below) 

 Maximum Lot Coverage – 75 %  

 Maximum FAR – Not applicable for residential lots 

 Maximum Height – 35‘ 

 Maximum Gross Density Per acre – 2.5 du/acre (gross) 
 

Three lot types are proposed for the Weeminuche Estates Subdivision, the lot 
types are as follows: 
 ‗T‘ Lots – Two-Family Lots (Principal/Accessory) 

 Front Yard Setback – 20‘/25‘ 
 Side Yard Setback – 5‘/3‘ (0‘ side where attached to another dwelling 

unit) 
 Rear Yard Setback – 15‘/5‘ 

 
‗L‘ Lots – Large Single-Family Detached Lots 

 Front Yard Setback – 20‘/25‘ 
 Side Yard Setback – 7‘/3‘ 
 Rear Yard Setback – 20‘/5‘ 

 
‗E‘ Lots – Estate Single-Family Detached Lots 

 Front Yard Setback – 20‘/25‘ 
 Side Yard Setback – 10‘/10‘ 
 Rear Yard Setback – 25‘/5‘ 

 
Density Bonus 
 
The applicant is requesting a density bonus as outlined in Section 3.6.B.10 of the 
Zoning and Development Code.  ―An applicant may be granted a density bonus 
by providing any of the community benefits listed in Table 3.6.  The total density 
bonus thus shall not exceed one hundred and twenty percent (120%) of the 
maximum gross density of the underlying zone district or of the future land use 
classification for the parcel in the adopted Growth Plan.‖  The applicant has 
proposed to use the ―Dedicated Off-street Trail‖ provision as listed in Table 3.6 of 
the Zoning and Development Code.   The provision allows for each 100 linear 
feet of improved hard surface trail provided through a proposed development, a 
Density Bonus of one unit may be granted. 
 
The density bonus request includes: 
 

 The applicant will construct 6,000 linear feet of 8 foot wide concrete surfaced 
trails to obtain an additional 60 lots for this project.   

 This will allow for 120% of the maximum gross density of the density 
restriction equivalent to RSF-2 or 2 dwelling units per acre per the existing PD 
(Planned Development) zone.   



  

 The trails will be located off-street.  

 The internal trails will provide connections to pedestrian facilities which will be 
constructed as detached sidewalks identified on the Urban Trails Master Plan 
along 26 Road and 26 ½ Road. 

 
Phasing Schedule 
 
The Weeminuche Estates Planned Development will be developed in three 
phases.  The proposed final plan application deadline schedule is as follows: 

 
 Filing 1 – April 30, 2008. 

 Filing 2 – April 30, 2010. 

 Filing 3 – April 30, 2012. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS/CONDITIONS 
 
After reviewing the Weeminuche Estates Subdivision Preliminary Development 
Plan, staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The requested Preliminary Development Plan is consistent with the 
goals and policies of the North Central Valley Plan and Growth Plan. 

 
2. The review criteria in Section 2.12.C.2 of the Zoning and Development 

Code have all been met. 
 

3. The review criteria in Section 2.8.B of the Zoning and Development 
Code have all been met. 

 
4. The review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and Development 

Code have all been met. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
On November 27, 2007, the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the request to approve the Preliminary Development Plan for Weeminuche 
Estates Subdivision, PP-2007-003, a 362 lot subdivision containing two-family 
dwellings and single-family detached dwellings on 151.38 acres, with a proposed 
default zone of R-4 and an overall density of 2.39 dwelling units per acre in a 
Planned Development (PD) zone. 
 
 



  

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 
Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County directly to 
determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

NOVEMBER 27, 2007 MINUTES 

7:00 p.m. to 11:50 p.m. 

DRAFT 

 

 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman 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), Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh, Reggie Wall, Tom Lowrey, William Putnam and Patrick Carlow (PC Alternate).  

Commissioner Bill Pitts was absent.  

 

In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department, Planning Division, was Greg Moberg 

(Planning Services Supervisor) and representing Neighborhood Services as Kathy Portner (Neighborhood Services 

Manager).  

 

Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 

 

Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes.  There were approximately 116 interested citizens present during the 

course of the hearing. 

 

I. ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 

 

There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Available for consideration were the minutes of October 9, 2007 and October 23, 2007.  

 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole)  “Mr. Chairman, I move for approval of the October 9, 2007 minutes.” 

 

Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed by a vote of 6-0.  

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh abstained. 

  

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole)  “Mr. Chairman, I move for approval of the October 23, 2007 minutes as 

presented.” 

 

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

  

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Available for consideration were items: 

 

  1.    PP-2007-303 REZONE – Pepper Ridge Subdivision 

  2.    PP-2007-317 RIGHT-OF-WAY – Alpine Bank Subdivision 

  3.    ANX-2007-289 ZONE OF ANNEXATION – Cooper-Tucker Annexation 

  4. ANX-2007-294 ZONE OF ANNEXATION – Krummel Annexation 

  5. ANX-2007-300 ZONE OF ANNEXATION – DeHerrera Annexation 

  6.   ANX-2007-313 ZONE OF ANNEXATION – Sipes Annexation 

  7.  PP-2005-179 REQUEST FOR EXTENSION – Erica Estates Subdivision 



  

  8.   ANX-2007-297 ZONE OF ANNEXATION – Davis Annexation 

  9. GPA-2007-264 GROWTH PLAN AMENDMENT – Belford Tri-Plex 

10. GPA-2007-276 GROWTH PLAN AMENDMENT – Sura Growth Plan Amendment 

11. GPA-2007-279 GROWTH PLAN AMENDMENT – Reigan Growth Plan Amendment 

 

Chairman Dibble briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning commissioners, and staff to 

speak up if they wanted any of the items pulled for additional discussion.  No objections or revisions were received 

from the audience or planning commissioners on any of the Consent Agenda items.    

 

MOTION: (Commissioner Cole)  “Mr. Chairman, I move approval of Consent Agenda items 1 through 

11.” 

 

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

 

IV. FULL HEARING 

 

12. PLN-2007-322   AREA PLAN – North Avenue Plan 

  Request approval to adopt the North Avenue Corridor Plan as an element 

of the City of Grand Junction Growth Plan. 

  PETITIONER:  City of Grand Junction 

  LOCATION: North Avenue from 12
th

 Street East to I-70 Business Loop 

  STAFF:  Kathy Portner, Neighborhood Services Manager 

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 

Kathy Portner with the City Neighborhood Services Division presented the North Avenue Corridor Plan.  She stated 

that the plan includes an overall strategy to revitalize the corridor primarily focusing on sustaining and increasing 

vitality of the North Avenue corridor.  Ms. Portner stated that at present the area is primarily zoned for C-1 for 

commercial uses.  She advised that two public open house meetings were held over the last year as well as focus 

group meetings to address specific issues along the corridor.  She pointed out that the plan includes specific key 

projects and strategies for implementing improvements and future investment opportunities to stabilize the corridor 

and to implement some improvements that will create services at the neighborhood level, restore the regional 

destination, improve mobility for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit riders, and create a significant neighborhood of 

residential, retail, commercial and public activity areas.  Five areas for improvement were identified by Ms. Portner 

– the market, financial incentives, physical, regulatory climate and the political climate.  Barriers and strategies for 

each segment were also identified in the plan.  She went on to state that the plan recommends creating focal points at 

12
th

 Street, 28 Road and 29 Road.  She pointed out that the following priorities are recommended to be pursued in 

2008 – to assist in organizing the North Avenue property and business owners to oversee the implementation 

strategies; to develop a North Avenue corridor overlay zone district to address specific design issues and provide 

incentives for redevelopment in accordance with the plan; establish street standards based on existing constraints and 

desired character to be implemented as funding becomes available; and to identify at least one catalyst project to be 

implemented through a public/private partnership.  She concluded that she finds that the North Avenue Corridor Plan 

is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Growth Plan and that the pertinent review criteria of the Zoning and 

Development Code have been met and recommended approval.   

 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Putnam asked if the issue of mass transit and places for buses to stop has been addressed.  Kathy 

Portner stated that currently it is probably the most heavily traveled for the GVT system and will continue to be so.  

She assured that appropriate pullouts would be looked at for those bus stops. 

     

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Steve Fitzgerald, 441 Athens Way, stated that he has some concerns with the project.  He stated that he would not be 

compensated for lost property and lost parking associated with the bus stop pullouts.  He also stated that he was 



  

concerned with roundabouts.  He disagreed with several statements made by Ms. Portner, such as high turnover and 

decline of the area, among others. 

 

Levi Lucero stated that he has had several businesses along North Avenue.  He stated that he liked the idea of 

creating incentives which should be publicized as well as organizing the owners who would benefit and be involved 

in developing the area.  He also mentioned the importance of keeping them informed.   

 

Matt Sura, 405 25 Road, thanked the Commission as he believes North Avenue is an area with a lot of potential.   

 

STAFF’S REBUTTAL 

Kathy Portner said she thinks the important element is that the property owners and business owners need to be 

organized so that they can help to implement this plan.  She stated that the present plan is not proposing roundabouts. 

 She stated that the City would not be taking property for purposes of bus pullouts.  As property redevelops, Ms. 

Portner said that if there was the possibility for a pullout that would be part of the review process.  They are looking 

at ways of making those existing businesses stay as well as making their businesses more viable and introducing 

some additional uses to the corridor. 

   

DISCUSSION 

Commissioner Cole stated that he thinks this is a real opportunity to improve North Avenue and would support the 

plan as presented. 

 

Commissioner Lowrey agreed with Commissioner Cole. 

 

Commissioner Carlow said that as long as the impacts can be minimized to existing owners he agreed with the 

concept. 

 

Commissioner Putnam stated that he too can support this proposal. 

 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, on item PLN-2007-322, I move that we forward to City 

Council our recommendation of approval of the North Avenue Corridor Plan with the facts and conclusions 

listed in the staff report.” 

 

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

 

13.  PP-2007-003 PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAN – Weeminuche Subdivision 

  Request approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to develop 362 

dwelling units on 151.36 acres in a PD (Planned Development) zone district. 

  PETITIONER:  Alan Parkerson – 26 Road, LLC 

  LOCATION:  26½ Road & Summer Hill Way 

  STAFF:  Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor 

 

PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION 

Greg Hoskin of Hoskin, Farina, & Kampf, representing the applicant, addressed the Commission in support of the 

Weeminuche Estates Preliminary Subdivision Plan.  He submitted various letters of support to the Commission.  He 

also gave a brief background of applicant, 26 Road, LLC. 

 

Joe Carter, with Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, stated that applicant is seeking approval of a Preliminary Plan for 

Weeminuche Estates Subdivision.  He said the plan is requesting a total density of 2.39 dwelling units per acre with a 

base density on the project of 2 dwelling units per acre.  Applicant is requesting through the density bonus provisions 

an additional 60 units.  He stated that the plan is compatible with the Growth Plan and the current Growth Plan 

designation of Residential Medium Low, or 2 to 4 dwelling units per acre.  He further stated that the request is for a 



  

total of 362 units.  Current zoning is Planned Development with an underlying density of 2 dwelling units per acre.  

Mr. Carter stated that the project is consistent with the applicable Growth Plan goals and policies.  Next addressed 

were benefits to the community, some of which include a 60 foot landscape buffer along 26 Road, a 30 foot 

landscape buffer along 26½ Road, site amenities which include 3 neighborhood play areas, public trails and almost 

30 acres of open space.  He clarified that three lot sizes are being proposed with a variety of housing types 

distributed throughout the development in order to address topography.  The larger lots would be adjacent to the 

larger surrounding lots on the north and the west with the smaller lots in internal development buffered by Leach 

Creek.  Mr. Carter next addressed the density bonus which he stated is allowed by the Zoning and Development 

Code.  He stated that for each 100 linear feet of improved hard surface trail provided throughout the proposed 

development a density bonus of one unit may be granted.  Applicant has proposed to provide over 6,000 linear feet 

of neighborhood trails in exchange for 60 additional units.  He stated that the site would be constructed in three 

phases with the first phase anticipated to begin in 2008.  He next addressed access and traffic.  He stated that 

according to the traffic studies, all intersections would operate at a level C or better in the short and long-term 

horizon.   

 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Lowrey raised a question regarding the underlying zone district and whether or not the bonus density 

provision would be necessary.  Mr. Carter stated that the underlying zone district is Planned Development with a 

default zone of R-4 to allow for the smaller lot size within the proposed plan.  He further confirmed that the Growth 

Plan designation is 2 to 4 dwelling units per acre.  At the time of the annexation agreement, a zoning of Planned 

Development was applied with a default of 2 to 4 units per acre.  Jamie Beard, assistant city attorney, confirmed that 

when the property was annexed into the city and then the ordinance was done it was done as a Planned Development 

and did not list a specific underlying zone; however, it did list a density requirement which was the equivalent of an 

R-2.   

 

Commissioner Lowrey asked what the benefits to the City are pertaining to the density bonus provision.  Joe Carter 

stated that in this particular instance, there would be over 6,000 linear square feet to achieve the additional 60 units.  

He stated that there are other provisions in the density bonus table which include additional open space which 

applicant could also apply for.   

 

Chairman Dibble also asked Mr. Carter why applicant felt the density bonus was justified.  Mr. Carter said that it was 

the 6,000 linear feet of trail to be constructed by the developer.  He further stated that the underlying zone district is 

Planned Development, 2 to the acre, or the future land use classification of the parcel, 2 to 4, for a total of 724 units. 

    

 

Chairman Dibble asked if deviations are the same as variances in this instance.  Joe Carter said that within a Planned 

Development, an underlying default zone standard must be established.  Applicant used the R-4 as a standard 

development which  allows for a variation of lot sizes.  In this instance, there would be a broad range of lot sizes. 

 

Chairman Dibble asked for more clarification regarding deviation in lot sizes.  Again, Mr. Carter stated that the 

deviation in lot sizes would allow applicant to build the variety, down to 5,000 square feet and up to 21,000 square 

feet.  Without the deviation in place and using a default zone of R-4, 8,000 square feet would be the minimum.  It 

allows flexibility on both ends of the spectrum.  Averaged out and taken as a whole, at 2.39 it averages out to over 

11,000 square feet per lot.   

 

Commissioner Cole raised a question regarding impacts of traffic on the 26 Road bridge among others.  Mr. Carter 

stated that the traffic impacts are deemed acceptable at this level and within the capital improvements plan there is a 

budget improvement item for improving the intersections along G and 26 and G and 26½ Road as well as the 

corridors which would include the bridges.  

 

PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION 



  

Matt Delich of Delich and Associates addressed the Commission as the traffic engineer.  He stated that at all 

intersections that were requested for analysis operated at a level of service of C or better for the various movements 

that occur at each intersection.  Additionally, he stated that another requirement of a traffic study is a link analysis.  

According to Mr. Delich, all of the links in both the short range future and long range future are in the A-B category. 

  

 

QUESTIONS 

Chairman Dibble asked how many additional trips would be added because of the subdivision on both 26 Road and 

26½ from H going south.  Mr. Delich said that, for example, the current volume on 26 Road crossing the bridge at I-

70 during the morning peak hour heading south is about 180 and 185 vehicles and it is anticipated that this 

development would add an additional 57 vehicles.  He stated that the increase would be similar on other roads.  

Currently southbound traffic on 26½ during the morning peak hour is about 325 vehicles and an additional 75 

vehicles would be added due to this development.   

 

Commissioner Wall asked for clarification regarding the peak hour.  Mr. Delich clarified that the peak hours are 

typically in the morning between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and is the highest hour and the afternoon peak hour 

typically occurs between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. and is the highest hour within that two hour period.   

 

PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION 

Mr. Delich continued by stating that during the year 2025 it is anticipated that the traffic study showed 375 vehicles 

during the morning peak hour in the southbound direction, 75 of which would be attributed to this project; and on 

26½ Road headed southbound in the morning peak hour, traffic volume is expected to be almost 600 vehicles with 

75 vehicles attributed to this project.   

 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Cole asked Mr. Delich how he arrived at these figures.  Mr. Delich stated that there is an analytic 

procedure spelled out by the City guidelines and the increases that occur due to the background traffic numbers are 

based upon general traffic growth and factors developed by the City as are actual traffic values.   

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 

Greg Moberg reiterated that this request is for a PD zone and is currently designated on the Future Land Use Map as 

Residential Medium Low.  Estate zoning is located directly to the west; Residential Low to the south; URR-5 which 

is a County designation to the north; and Residential Medium Low directly to the east.  He stated that this property is 

located within the North Central Valley Plan.  Mr. Moberg stated that there are three tiers located in the North 

Central Valley Plan – 5 acre densities on poor soils and 10-acre densities on prime soils from I-70 to I Road; 10-acre 

densities on poor soils and 20-acre densities on prime soils from I Road to K Road; and urban densities and uses 

within the urban growth boundary.  According to Mr. Moberg, the property is zoned PD currently.  The developer 

has requested a default zone of R-4 more for the bulk standards than the density.  Mr. Moberg gave a brief 

background as follows:  In 1995 the annexation occurred and there was no growth plan designation on the property 

at that time.  In 1996 the Growth Plan was adopted by the City in conjunction with Mesa County and the growth plan 

designation in 1996 was Residential Medium Low.  In 1998 the North Central Valley Plan was adopted and in 2000 

the Planned Residential zone was changed to Planned Development.  The community benefit was required within the 

PD zone and the bonus density provision was added to the Zoning and Development Code.  Applicant is proposing 

362 units which would include a bonus density of 20% which equals 2.39 dwelling units per acre.  Applicant has also 

proposed one City park located on the northwest corner of the property and three neighborhood parks which would 

be located internally within the development.  There would be approximately 29.9 acres of open space which would 

include the detention ponds as well as the trail system.  Multiple housing types have been proposed.  Mr. Moberg 

pointed out that the pedestrian network would go from 26½ Road to 26 Road and then internally through the open 

spaces.  Three ingress and egress points were set out – 26½ Road; 26 Road; and on H3/4 Road with a stub street to 

the south.  There was also a proposal for a 60 foot landscape buffer along 26 Road and a 30 feet landscape buffer 

along 26½ Road.  Mr. Moberg stated that there are some deviations to the R-4 default zone which are allowed by the 



  

Planned Development.  He outlined the various ways a developer can request bonus density, such as community 

benefits which include public park dedication, open space dedication, dedication of off street trails, housing units 

and agricultural preservation.  The applicant has proposed using the dedicated off street trail provision.  Mr. Moberg 

stated that after a review of this development, staff has found that the preliminary development plan is in compliance 

with TEDS, is in compliance with Ordinance 2842, is consistent with the North Central Valley Plan and the City of 

Grand Junction Growth Plan and the appurtenant sections of the Zoning and Development Code and recommended 

the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the preliminary plan with a default zone of R4 

to City Council.   

 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Wall asked if applicant could use something other than the trail dedication for the density bonus 

provision.  Mr. Moberg stated that they could use the public park dedication as well.  He stated that the open space is 

being dedicated to the homeowners’ association for maintenance.  However, applicant met the 20% maximum just 

with the hard surface trails. 

 

Commissioner Lowrey asked if the underlying zone was 2 or 4.  Greg Moberg stated that the underlying zone right 

now is Planned Development.  However, because the annexation agreement limited that to 2 units per acre, applicant 

had to be able to increase that by way of the density bonus provision.   

 

Chairman Dibble asked for a definition of the agreement referred to in the staff report wherein the minutes state that 

it is not a development agreement.  Mr. Moberg stated that an annexation agreement was originally agreed upon 

which dealt specifically with annexation of the property.  Since the property has been annexed, the City can now 

enforce its regulations which would allow applicant to apply for an increased density using the density bonus which 

was not in place at the time it was annexed.   

 

Chairman Dibble asked if zoning has changed since the time the property was annexed.  Greg Moberg stated that 

zoning has not changed since annexation. 

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 

Eric Hahn, engineer with the Engineering Division of Public Works and Planning, addressed the Commission 

regarding the proposed Weeminuche Preliminary Subdivision Plan.  With regard to traffic, he explained that level of 

service is a way of grading congestion on an intersection or corridor.  He stated that a level of service A on an hourly 

basis on the 26 Road and 26½ Road corridors are generally understood to be 800 vehicles per hour.  Current counts 

during morning peak hour at G Road and 26½ Road was 220 vehicles in one hour.  He stated that using the most 

recent numbers average daily trips on 26 Road was 3,700 cars per day and on 26½ Road it was 3,200 cars per day.  

There are no problems anticipated for the three corridors that would be directly impacted by this subdivision at full 

build out.   

 

QUESTIONS 

Chairman Dibble asked if there were any differences between the results of the traffic study conducted by applicant 

and that of the City.  Mr. Hahn said that applicant’s traffic engineer worked very closely with the City’s traffic 

engineer and traffic planners.   

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 

Eric Hahn continued stating that within the next 6 to 7 years roughly $3.7 million has been budgeted on 

improvements to the three G Road intersections, 26 Road, 26½ Road and 27 Road.  He next addressed an issue 

raised by Commissioner Putnam regarding 26 Road and whether or not there would be cuts and fills.  Mr. Hahn 

stated that that corridor would be improved from the interstate bridge down to the canal which is just north of G 

Road during the upcoming year.  The primary purpose for those improvements is to improve site distance.   

 

A brief recess was taken from 9:05 p.m. to 9:16 p.m. 



  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

For: 

Santo Berducci, 807 Mazatlan Drive, stated that there is a need for housing in the northern area.  He vouched for the 

developer as he has known him for over 20 years and stated that the Commission would be satisfied with the work 

that they do. 

 

Mark Gardner, 2612 H-3/4 Road, stated that he agreed that there is a need for housing there.  He stated that he was 

against the density bonus and would like to see better transitioning.   

 

John Davis, 1023 24 Road, stated that in order to have a successful project a good plan and a good developer are 

needed and stated that this has both.  He stated that he believes higher density is needed on this project . 

 

Laura Lamberty, 2023 West Liberty Court, spoke in favor of the project.  She stated that the traffic issues have been 

adequately addressed. 

 

Ron Tipping of 1967 Broadway said that the housing shortage is a concern of his.  He stated that the density is 

needed and the development will be good for businesses regardless of traffic. 

 

Mark Austin also spoke in favor of the project.  He said this is a quality development from a layout perspective, from 

a density perspective and is exactly what the community has been asking for.  He stated that the PD zone allows 

creativity in lot sizes and there is a public benefit due to open space and trails.   

 

Ryan Pritchett, 992 24 Road, stated that this plan shows an indication of moving towards “green”.   

 

Greg Hoskin submitted a letter from Tom Benton. 

 

Against: 

Betty Roy Pitts, 2626 H Road, stated that she represents several neighbors.  She made a PowerPoint presentation 

which provided a brief background regarding the subject property.  She said that the annexation did not follow the 

general annexation policies of flagpole annexation.  Furthermore, she stated that this property was included in the 

year 2000 as an automatic rezone adoption.  In this adoption, all RSF-2 zoned property was rezoned to Planned 

Development.  She said that this development is not appropriate for this property and should be kept rural.  She 

further stated that this was a political decision and not a community betterment decision.  Additionally, the proposed 

development is not compatible with the neighborhood.  She said that homes could be built on this property to take 

advantage of utilities in a manner that would not completely alter the lives of those persons surrounding it.  She 

strongly requested the Commission deny the proposal and urged the developer to come forward with a plan that is 

consistent with the neighborhood. 

 

Cherlyn Crawford, 2551 Mayfair Drive, said that no one is questioning the integrity of the developers.  They are, 

however, questioning the density and do not believe it belongs there.  She pointed out that there is a mistake on one 

of the transportation maps which shows the ability to go west on H Road.  Ms. Crawford stated that horses for houses 

is a benefit to the area. 

 

Wallace McArthur, 877 26 Road, said that he was told the property would be developed with the properties along 26 

Road and H-3/4 Road, from 2 to 7 acres.  He asked how domestic water would be provided to this subdivision. 

 

Rick Warren, 2622 H Road, spoke on behalf of a group of citizens called Citizens for the Preservation of a Rural 

North Grand Junction.  He said that this plan is in total contradiction to having space and a rural environment and 

believes it would be a good plan elsewhere.  He further stated that he believes the imposition of this suburban 

development on this rural setting violates the Code for amendment and rezoning.  The original zoning done in 1995 



  

was a political deal and ignored the Planning and Zoning’s recommendation that this property be assigned an RSF-R 

designation, 1 dwelling per 5 acres.  He further stated that he believes the proposed rezoning would be incompatible 

with the surrounding community.  He stated that only 5% of the perimeter is developed suburban type development 

and, therefore, it is not compatible with the surrounding area which is 95% rural.  He urged the Commission to 

reconsider this proposal and believes the original zoning of RSF-R is appropriate.         

    

Diann Admire, 826 26½ Road, quoted certain statistics from a traffic study conducted by the City Traffic 

Department as well as the number of accidents in the area that have been reported to law enforcement.  She also 

voiced a concern with an incline on 26½ Road at Catalina where visibility is obscured.  According to Ms. Admire, 

high density housing brings traffic; traffic brings noise, congestion, accidents and crime and a quality of life is lost.  

She urged the Planning Commission to reject the current proposal as it is not compatible with the area.   

 

Rags Gauley, 827 26 Road, stated that he too represents a number of people.  He said that it is neither prudent nor 

wise to approve a massive subdivision 12 months shy of a solid City comprehensive plan.  He read portions of both 

the City of Grand Junction Mission Statement and the Grand Valley Vision 2020 statement into the record.  Mr. 

Gauley said that the Colorado Division of Wildlife is committed to working with land use planners, developers, 

homeowners to assist with the development designs that offer homes for both wildlife and people.  He stated that the 

local DOW was surprised that they were not asked to consult on this subdivision and stated that the Rice Wash and 

Leach Creek is a major wildlife corridor.  Mr. Gauley further stated that this subdivision is not compatible with the 

mission of this City.  He stated that it does not address loss of the night sky, wildlife corridors, right of view, quality 

of life, and compatibility with the City’s vision statement.  He stated that he rejects the current proposal as is.     

 

Jean Gauley, 827 26 Road, asked the Commission to consider the impact on the quality of life.  She stated that 

certain elements need to be incorporated in any rural development project such as avoiding damage to the night sky, 

ensure existing citizens’ right of view, avoid noise pollution, protection of wildlife, and ensure safety of residents.     

                   

 

Chris Cameron, 2605 Kelly Drive, stated that this project was proposed to the County and was denied before it was 

proposed to the City.  He raised a concern with proximity to the airport and associated airport noise. 

 

Bill Scott, 823 26 Road, said that the roads are not safe now for bicyclists, pedestrians or equestrians.  He stated that 

he believes more than 95% of the people oppose this project and that this project is even less compatible now than it 

was in 1995. 

 

Sandy Romano, 867 26 Road, said that a bad decision was made in 1995.  According to Ms. Romano, the land 

surrounding this property almost completely has already been developed into acreage lots.  There is no undeveloped 

farm or ranch land.  Also, the roads leading into it were not made to be thoroughfares.  She stated that she believes 

less dense projects should be at the outlying areas at the end of the road.  She too stated that the density is 

inappropriate.  She went on to state that multi-family homes and duplexes next to acreage leaves her dumbfounded.   

 

Dave Zoln, 2545 Canaan Way, said that the north area, historically known as Appleton, is unique because it had an 

area land use plan before there were area land use plans.  The area developed a firm land use and character without a 

written plan with the development of 5, 10 and 20 acre parcels.  Mr. Zoln said that in the North Central Valley Plan, 

the County changed the area near the City limits from rural to estate densities to initiate their part in a transition of 

densities.  Furthermore, there is no material transition of lot sizes and the density bonus requested compounds that 

problem.  Mr. Zoln further stated that the density bonus provision would compound the lack of transition.  Also there 

are a number of parks, open space and BLM property in close proximity to this development.  He requested that the 

development be denied as presented and encouraged the transition of lot sizes, large to small, from the estate density 

towards Paradise Hill, maintaining the 2 units per acre.   

 



  

Jim Kearns, 806 26 Road, also spoke in opposition to the density and asked for rejection of the proposed density.  

He addressed the issues of speed limits, traffic and drainage.   

 

Diana Cadarello, 2452 I Road, stated that the only people that will benefit from the parks and open space are the 

people that live in the development and not the surrounding community.  She asked that this land be kept rural. 

 

Cindy Dickey, 2651 Paradise Court, said that with the increased density, there will be increased traffic and speeding. 

  

 

Ron Rucker, 770 26 Road, stated that he has concerns regarding traffic on 26 Road. 

 

Stephan Day, 2554 I Road, encouraged the Commission to listen to the arguments presented and reject the proposal. 

 He would prefer the density to be 2 units per acre at most.   

 

Judy Peach, 2667 Catalina Drive, said that when you have acreage, you have a responsibility to the land, animals and 

livelihood.  Furthermore, the land should be developed with respect of the land.   

 

Jan Warren, 2622 H Road, asked that this proposal be reconsidered because it needs to fit into the plan and the 

beauty of Grand Junction. 

 

Patsy Day, 2554 I Road, asked that the value of wildlife needs to be considered.  

 

Brian Towner, 840 26½ Road, voiced a concern with overcrowding of schools.  He stated that he appreciates 

applicant limiting the density across the southeast border.  He further stated that he is all for the project but not at the 

density as requested. 

 

Harold Fenster, 2630 H-3/4 Road, said that he has a problem with the density of this project.  He said that he is 

interested in the quality of life.     

 

A brief recess was taken from 11:10 p.m. to 11:15 p.m. 

 

APPLICANT’S REBUTTAL 

Greg Hoskin first addressed the issue regarding City Council’s decision 12 years ago.  He said that the arguments 

being made now should have been made 12 years ago.  Furthermore, many of the people who spoke in opposition to 

the project are residents of the County rather than the City and this is a City issue.     

 

Joe Carter addressed some of the concerns raised.  First, he said that the plan is compatible with the surrounding 

area.  Also, he acknowledged that there was an error on the transportation map as you cannot access westbound on H 

Road.  Applicant fully believes Ute Water can serve the development.  With regard to infill development, the 

property is being developed as allowed by the Growth Plan designations and the densities.  He stated that density 

should be established where the infrastructure can support it.  Mr. Carter said that the traffic study was designed and 

done under the parameters established by the City.  Also discussed by Mr. Carter were issues regarding site distance 

at Catalina and 26½ Road, lighting and down directional night sky issues and airport noise.  He also discussed the lot 

sizes and flexibility provided by the various lot sizes.  He summarized by stating that the plan is consistent with the 

Growth Plan and the Zoning and Development Code, the plan allows for a transition across the site and a variety of 

lot sizes, the plan provides for amenities to the development and is compliant with the Growth Plan.  Community 

benefits are associated with the Planned Development which include a 60-foot wide landscape buffer along 26 Road, 

a 30-foot wide landscape buffer along 26½ Road, three neighborhood play areas, public trails throughout the 

neighborhood, a total of almost 30 acres of open space and provides for a mix of housing costs throughout the 

development and is compatible with the surrounding zones.   

 



  

DISCUSSION 

Commissioner Putnam stated that he thinks overall this is a good project that needs to be supported. 

 

Commissioner Cole said that to deny this project we would be second-guessing the decision that was made 12 years 

ago and believes that this meets the requirements, the zoning is in place that has been approved a number of years 

ago and agrees with the developer that it should have been taken care of back then.  He stated that the proposal as 

presented meets the requirements of both zoning and of the Growth Plan.  He further stated that he believes this 

should be approved and will support this proposal. 

 

Commissioner Wall said that the plan itself as far as the development is a very good development but questioned 

whether or not it was the right development for the area.  He stated that he was particularly concerned with 

compatibility and stated that he believes it is too much for the area.  He does not believe that is the right development 

and would not support the development. 

 

Commissioner Lowrey stated that he also has a concern with compatibility; however, in order to preserve a way of 

life, open space and wildlife, there needs to be some areas that are more dense and some areas that are going to be 

open space.  He further said that the location of this piece of property needs to be more dense so that properties 

further out can be preserved as open space.  As a result he said that he would find that this is compatible and the 

development will provide benefits such as open space and trails.  Also, by having different size lots within one 

development is a community development itself.  The traffic engineers have concluded that traffic is not a problem 

as even with the increased traffic it is well within the capacity of the road system.  He concluded by stating that he 

thinks the plan is good, it is an intelligent way to deal with the growth and will support it. 

 

Commissioner Carlow said that he would reluctantly be in favor of the development. 

 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh stated that the infrastructure is there, the services are available.  She said that she 

was somewhat uncomfortable with the lots near the Leach Creek area.  She said that there are benefits that will be 

provided and thinks it will work. 

 

Chairman Dibble said that the decision made 12 years ago has stayed on the books as a Planned Development and 

the underlying zone district is compatible to build out.  Furthermore, it meets the requirements, a transition has 

merits, and it is a rural setting of build out on the west side of it to be compatible in all respects to the build out in the 

County.  Also he found that applicant is entitled to the density bonus provision as the requirements of the Code have 

been met.   

 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Putnam)  “Mr. Chairman, on the Weeminuche Estates Subdivision Preliminary 

Development Plan, PP-2007-003, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a 

recommendation of approval of the Plan with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff 

report.”   

 

Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed by a vote of 6-1 with 

Commissioner Wall opposed. 

  

With no objection and no further business, the public hearing was adjourned at 11:50 p.m.  



  

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE EXISTING PLANNNED DEVELOPMENT ZONE 

BY APPROVING A PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN WITH A DEFAULT R-4 

(RESIDENTAL – 4) ZONE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 362 DWELLING UNITS 

FOR THE WEEMINUCHE ESTATES SUBDIVISION, LOCATED NORTH OF H ROAD 

BETWEEN 26 ROAD AND 26 ½ ROAD, WEST OF THE 26 ½ ROAD AND SUMMER 

HILL WAY INTERSECTION 
 
Recitals: 
 
 A request for an amendment to the existing Planned Development zone on 
approximately 151.38 acres by approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (Plan) 
approval with a default R-4 zone, including deviations, has been submitted in 
accordance with the Zoning and Development Code (Code). 
 
 This Planned Development zoning ordinance will establish the standards, default 
zoning (R-4) and deviations and adopt the Preliminary Development Plan for 
Weeminuche Estates Subdivision.  If this approval expires or becomes invalid for any 
reason, the property shall be fully subject to the default standards of the R-4 zone 
district. 
 
 In public hearings, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed the 
request for the proposed Preliminary Development Plan approval and determined that 
the Plan satisfied the criteria of the Code and is consistent with the purpose and intent 
of the North Central Valley Plan and the Growth Plan.  Furthermore, it was determined 
that the proposed Plan has achieved ―long-term community benefits‖ by proposing more 
usable public open space and recreational amenities throughout the development than 
required.  In addition, the Planning Commission and City Council determined that the 
request for additional density (60 dwelling units) satisfied the criteria in Section 
3.6.B.10. of the Code. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE CURRENT PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONE IS 
AMENDED FOR THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW WITH THE FOLLOWING 
STANDARDS, DEFAULT ZONE AND DEVIATIONS: 
 

A. A parcel of land situated in the S ½ NW ¼ and the N ½ SW ¼ of Section 
26, Township 1 North, Range 1 West, City of Grand Junction, Mesa 
County, Colorado, being more particularly described as follows: 

 



  

Beginning at the N 1/16 corner of said Section 26, the basis of bearing being 
N89˚58‘25‖E along the north line of said S ½ NW ¼ to the NW 1/16 corner of 
said Section 26; thence N89˚58‘25‖E a distance of 1317.20 feet to the NW 1/16 
corner; thence S00˚00‘28‖W a distance of 40.00 feet to the south right-of-way 
line of H ¾ Road as recorded in Book 2139 at Page 647; thence N89˚52‘41‖E a 
distance of 85.80 feet along said south line; thence S00˚15‘15‖E a distance of 
208.66 feet; thence N89˚54‘37‖E a distance of 1043.64 feet; thence 
N00˚13‘19‖W a distance of 209.24 feet to said south right-of-way line; thence 
N89˚52‘41‖E a distance of 157.63 feet along said south line; thence 
S00˚02‘15‖W a distance of 1279.71feet, running parallel with and 30.00 feet 
west of the east line of said S ½ NW ¼; thence S00˚01‘38‖W a distance of 
659.87 feet running parallel with and 30.0 feet west of the east line of said N ½ 
SW ¼; thence S89˚55‘07‖W a distance of 10.00 feet; thence S00˚01‘38‖W a 
distance of 634.65 feet running parallel with and 40.00 feet west of the east line 
of said N ½ SW ¼; thence along the northerly line of a boundary agreement as 
recorded in Book 4249 at Page 204 the following six courses: 1) S85˚55‘46‖W a 
distance of 246.52 feet; 2) N00˚01‘56‖E a distance of 15.00 feet; 3) S86˚59‘39‖W 
a distance of 23.87 feet; 4) S89˚07‘14‖W a distance of 22.44 feet; 5) 
S88˚22‘07‖W a distance of 196.46 feet; 6) S13˚27‘26‖W a distance of 16.70 feet 
to the south line of said N ½ SW ¼; thence S89˚54‘58‖W a distance of 783.60 
feet to the SW 1/16 corner of said Section 26; thence S89˚55‘03‖W a distance of 
1316.04 feet to the S 1/16 corner of said Section 26; thence N00˚01‘07‖W a 
distance of 2639 .94 feet to the point of beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 151.38 acres more or less. 
 
B. Weemuniche Estates Subdivision Preliminary Development Plan is 

approved with the Findings of Facts and Conclusions listed in the Staff 
Presentations prepared for the August 28, 2007 and December 12, 2007 
meetings including attachments and Exhibits, except for Exhibit F to the 
August 28, 2007 report which is composed of neighbors‘ letters with the 
correction of typographical errors in some attachments.  Exhibit C to the 
December 12, 2007 is a contemplated phasing schedule.  Exhibit C to the 
December 12, 2007 staff report may be changed as proposed by the 
applicant and as determined appropriate by the City Manager or her 
designee.    

 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 19
th

 day of December 2007 and ordered 
published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading this ______ day of  ______________ 2008. 
 
 



  

ATTEST: 
 
            
    ______________________________ 
     James J. Doody  

President of the Council 
 
_________________________________ 
Stephanie Tuin  
City Clerk 

 
 
  
 


