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

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5™ STREET

MONDAY, AUGUST 2, 2010, 7:00 P.M.

Call to Order Pledge of Allegiance
Moment of Silence

Appointments

To the Riverfront Commission

Certificates of Appointment

For the Urban Trails Committee

Council Comments

Citizen Comments

*** CONSENT CALENDAR * * *

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting Attach 1

Action: Approve the Minutes of the July 19, 2010 Regular Meeting

** Indicates Changed ltem
*** Indicates New Iltem
® Requires Roll Call Vote


http://www.gjcity.org/

City Council Auqust 2, 2010

2.

Setting a Hearing on the Heritage Villas Rezone, Located at 606 > 29 Road,
from R-4 to R-8 [File #RZ-2010-062] Attach 2

A request to rezone 1.6 acres, located at 606 2 29 Road, from R-4 (Residential
— 4 units per acre) zone district to R-8 (Residential — 8 units per acre) zone
district. The proposed project is to provide a retirement village consisting of 10
units and a single family residence for the owner of the property.

Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Heritage Villas from R-4 (Residential 4 Units per
Acre) to R-8 (Residential 8 Units per Acre) Located at 606 2 29 Road

Action: Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for August 16,
2010

Staff presentation: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner

Setting a Hearing on the Lee/Bell Rezone, Located at 315 Ouray Avenue
from R-O to B-2 [File #RZ-2010-066] Attach 3

A request to rezone 0.14 acres, located at 315 Ouray Avenue, from R-O
(Residential Office) zone district to B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district to
allow retail sales in a gallery in the home.

Proposed Ordinance Rezoning the Lee/Bell Property from R-O (Residential
Office) to B-2 (Downtown Commercial), Located at 315 Ouray

Action: Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for August 16,
2010

Staff presentation: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner

Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation Contract Attach 4

This contract consists of installing a new fiber optic ring linking the Police
Department, City Hall and the Mesa County Sheriff's Office. This is a second
link and will serve as back up to ensure the availability of public safety systems
to E-911, police, fire, and sheriff as they deliver public safety services to the
community. This is a part of the larger project to implement a public safety
network that will provide integrated criminal justice records, corrections
management, and computer aided dispatch across all law enforcement agencies
in Mesa County.



City Council Auqust 2, 2010

Action: Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract
for the Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation Project with Sturgeon Electric
in the Amount of $108,555

Staff presentation: Jim Finlayson, Information Technology Manager
Jay Valentine, Assistant Financial Operations Manager

5. Construction Contract for Compressed Natural Gas Slow-Fill Station,
Located at the Municipal Campus, 333 West Avenue Attach 5

The project consists of installation of a new Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)
Slow-Fill Station. This slow-fill station will provide a fueling point for the four new
solid waste trash trucks that were purchased earlier this year, and expected to
provide two fueling bays to be used for Grand Valley Transit buses.

Action: Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract
for the CNG Slow-Fill Station Project with Gas Energy Systems, Inc. in the
Amount of $555,086

Staff presentation: Jay Valentine, Assistant Financial Operations Manager
Greg Trainor, Director of Streets, Facilities, and Ultilities
Terry Franklin, Deputy Dir. of Streets, Facilities and
Utilities

***END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * *

***TEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * *

6. Public Hearing — Mesa State College Right-of-Way Vacations [File # VR-
2010-068] Attach 6

Mesa State College is requesting to vacate portions of Texas, EIm, Houston and
Bunting Avenues and associated alleys in anticipation of current and future
building and parking lot expansions for the campus.

Ordinance No. 4431—An Ordinance Vacating Portions of Texas, EIm, Houston
and Bunting Avenues and Associated Alley Rights-of-Way in the Mesa State
College Area

®Action: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final
Publication of Ordinance No. 4431



City Council Auqust 2, 2010

10.

Staff presentation: Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor

Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Decision Regarding the Schooley-
Weaver Partnership Conditional Use Permit for a Gravel Extraction Facility,
Located at 104 29 % Road [File #CUP-2010-008] Attach 7

An appeal has been filed regarding the Planning Commission’s decision to deny
a conditional use permit for a Gravel Extraction Facility, located at 104 29 %
Road.

The Conditional Use Permit was considered under the provisions of the 2000
Zoning and Development Code; therefore, the appeal was filed in accordance
with Section 2.18.E of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code, which specifies
that the City Council is the appellate body of the Planning Commission.
According to Section 2.18.E.4.h, no new evidence or testimony may be
presented, except City Staff may be asked to interpret materials contained in the
record.

Action: Consider the Appeal

Staff presentation: Brian Rusche, Senior Planner

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

Other Business

Adjournment




Attach 1
Minutes from Previous Meeting
GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

July 19, 2010

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the
19" day of July 2010 at 7:04 p.m. in the City Auditorium. Those present were
Councilmembers Bonnie Beckstein, Tom Kenyon, Gregg Palmer, Sam Susuras, and
Council President Teresa Coons. Councilmembers Bruce Hill and Bill Pitts were
absent. Also present were City Manager Laurie Kadrich, City Attorney John Shaver,
and City Clerk Stephanie Tuin.

Council President Coons called the meeting to order. Councilmember Palmer led the
Pledge of Allegiance followed by a moment of silence.

Proclamations/Recognitions

Proclaiming July 24, 2010 as “Celebrate the Americans with Disabilities Act Day” in the
City of Grand Junction

Appointments

Councilmember Kenyon moved to ratify the re-appointment of Keith Dickerson and the
appointment of Craig Richardson to the Urban Trails Committee for three year terms
expiring June 2013. Councilmember Palmer seconded the motion. Motion carried.

Council Comments

There were no comments.

Citizen Comments

There were none.

City Manager’s Report

Laurie Kadrich, City Manager, gave a report on her Harvard experience. She thanked
the City Council and Deputy City Manager for allowing her to participate in this
experience. The group was immersed into many of the things from the John F.
Kennedy Library. She described a clip from the library of John F. Kennedy that had not
previously been catalogued showing President Kennedy giving a commencement



address calling those who were able to receive a higher education to give back to the
community by means of civic duty.

The course was three weeks and included a large amount of reading material. There
was a lot of interaction with the other 52 students. It was a requirement that they
roomed and ate together and also had study groups. The professors were mostly
Harvard and other university professors with different teaching styles. John Viola also
was a presenter who was an expert on the Socratic teaching model; he also leads
strategic public policy. Another professor and noted author was Marty Linski, who
taught executive leadership for Police and Fire strategies. City Manager Kadrich’s
favorite instructor was Dan Finn, 86 or 87 years old, and the last surviving member of
the Kennedy cabinet. He was in charge of putting together the Kennedy Library and
Archives. Mr. Finn has been involved in other presidencies regarding structures.
During Kennedy’s time there were 25 cabinet members compared to 2,000 cabinet
members today.

City Manager Kadrich’s experience was sponsored by the Gates Foundation (Rubber
and Tire Company). Harvard does two programs each summer and includes people
from all over the world. City Manager Kadrich presented an outline of the course
content which included case studies, negotiation exercises, strategy in the public
sector, and a host of other methods and topics. The students had an outward bound
experience where they went to an island where a number of educational activities took
place.

The case study is the method of study used at Harvard. As a graduate of the course,
City Manager Kadrich now has access to all the resources at the JFK School of
Business. She also has the resource of networking with her classmates and the
methodologies they presented.

Council President Coons expressed her appreciation for City Manager Kadrich’s
opportunity and complimented working with the Deputy City Manager and the City
Attorney in her stead.

CONSENT CALENDAR
Councilmember Beckstein read the Consent Calendar and then moved that the
Consent Calendar ltems #1 through #6 be adopted. Councilmember Palmer seconded
the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting

Action: Approve the Minutes of the July 7, 2010 Regular Meeting



Notification of the Mesa County Clerk of the City’s Possible Participation in
the November 2, 2010 Election

In order for the City to have a question(s) on the November 2010 ballot that
election would have to be coordinated. According to Article 7, Conduct of
Elections, Uniform Election Code, one hundred days before the election the
political subdivision shall notify the county clerk and recorder in writing. This
Resolution serves to provide that notice.

Resolution No. 31-10—A Resolution Concerning the 2010 General Election and
Notification of the Mesa County Clerk of the City’s Possible Participation in that
Election

Action: Adopt Resolution No. 31-10

Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant AlP-43
at the Grand Junction Regional Airport and Supplemental Co-sponsorship
Agreement for Airport Improvements

AlIP-43 is a $133,314.00 grant for the scoping for the Environmental Assessment
Project associated with the construction of the new Runway 11/29 and the
relocation of 27 %2 Road due to the construction of the new runway at the Grand
Junction Regional Airport. The Supplemental Co-sponsorship Agreements are
required by the FAA as part of the grant acceptance by the City.

Action: Authorize the Mayor and City Attorney to Sign the Original FAA AIP-43
Grant Documents for Scoping of the Environmental Assessment for New
Runway 11/29 and the Relocation of 27 742 Road at the Grand Junction Regional
Airport and Authorize the City Manager to Sign the Supplemental Co-
sponsorship Agreement for AIP-43

Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant AlP-44
at the Grand Junction Regional Airport and Supplemental Co-sponsorship
Agreement for Airport Improvements

AlP-44 is a $497,361.00 grant for the design of the southern Perimeter Fence
which will replace all fence from 27 Y4 Road to north of the Speedway on the end
of the Grand Junction Regional Airport. The Supplemental Co-sponsorship
Agreements are required by the FAA as part of the grant acceptance by the City.

Action: Authorize the Mayor and City Attorney to Sign the Original FAA AlP-44
Grant Documents for the Design of the Southern Portion of the Grand Junction
Regional Airport and Authorize the City Manager to sign the Supplemental Co-
sponsorship Agreement for AIP-44



5. Amendment to Action Plan for 2009 Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) Program Year for Project within the 2009 CDBG Program Year [File
# CDBG-200905, 2009-09]

Amend the City’s Action Plan for CDBG Program Year 2009 to reallocate a
portion of funds not expended from the Riverside Task Force Property
Acquisition project to be used towards the Dual Immersion Academy Slope
Stabilization and Landscaping project.

Action: Approve the Amendment to the City’s CDBG Consolidated Plan 2009
Action Plan to Reflect the Reallocation of Funds from Project 2009-05, Riverside
Task Force Property Acquisition, to Project CDBG 2009-09, Dual Immersion
Academy Slope Stabilization and Landscaping Project

6. Setting a Hearing on the Mesa State College Right-of-Way Vacations [File #
VR-2010-068]

Mesa State College is requesting to vacate portions of Texas, ElIm, Houston and
Bunting Avenues and associated alleys in anticipation of current and future
building and parking lot expansions for the campus.

Proposed Ordinance Vacating Portions of Texas, EIm, Houston and Bunting
Avenues and Associated Alley Rights-of-Way in the Mesa State College Area

Action: Introduce the Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for August 2, 2010
ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION

Public Hearing—Vacation of Right-of-Way in the Goose Downs Subdivision,
Located at 359 29 % Road [File # PP-2008-245]

A request to vacate a portion of 29 % Road for the benefit of Goose Downs Subdivision,
located at 359 29 % Road to facilitate development of an irregularly shaped parcel.

The public hearing was opened at 7:29 p.m.

Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner, presented this item. She described the site, the
location, and the request. The vacation will facilitate the development of the parcel.
She asked that the Staff Report and attachments be entered into the record. The
request meets the criteria for vacations in the Zoning and Development Code. The
Planning Commission recommended approval on June 8, 2010 with a condition that the
developer construct and dedicate new access prior to the recording of the vacation.
The applicant was present but did not need to do a presentation.



There were no public comments.
The public hearing was closed at 7:30 p.m.

Ordinance No. 4429—An Ordinance Vacating Right-of-Way for a Portion of 29 % Road,
at Goose Downs Subdivision Located at 359 29 % Road

Councilmember Kenyon moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4429 and ordered it published.
Councilmember Susuras seconded the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.

Public Hearing—Proposed Amendment to the Sales and Use Tax Code Exempting
Aircraft Parts from Sales Tax

This is an amendment to the Grand Junction Municipal Code concerning the exemption
from sales tax of seller installed aircraft parts. This proposed amendment

is recommended by the Council's Economic and Community Development Committee.
The proposed ordinance amending the Code has a two year sunset clause at which
time City Council will evaluate the effectiveness of the ordinance and may or may not
extend the exemption.

The public hearing was opened at 7:31 p.m.

Laurie Kadrich, City Manager, presented this item. She advised that the item for
consideration is a recommendation from the Economic and Community Development
Committee to exempt sales tax on the sale of aircraft parts when installed as part of
service. The airport is a fast growing industry in the City. Most airports are outside the
corporate limits of cities. State and counties already exempt these parts from sales tax.
The recommendation is to consider the exemption for two years then review its impact.
Without further action, the provision would sunset in two years.

There were no public comments.
The public hearing was closed at 7:35 p.m.

Councilmember Palmer serves on the Airport Authority Board and is very familiar with the
many issues that involve the airport and the operators at the airport. He reiterated that
the State has already exempted such aircraft parts from sales tax. This is a matter of
economic development. This action is to retain a very viable business in the community.
It will allow the existing business to be on an even playing field with its competitors in
other areas. He supports it and feels that the community will reap more benefits than it
will lose in sales tax.

Councilmember Kenyon said the tax will help customers decide whether to use the local
operator or to go to another community for their service. Councilmember Kenyon asked



the City Attorney if two years is enough time for this provision to be evaluated. City
Attorney Shaver said the time frame can certainly be extended but two years probably will
be sufficient time to judge its effectiveness.

Councilmember Kenyon said he would not like citizens to think this is temporary so he
proposes a friendly amendment to a four year sunset.

Councilmember Beckstein said the action may encourage others to relocate to Grand
Junction and it also provides competitiveness with other areas in the region.

Councilmember Susuras said it is good policy since the State has already exempted
these items from sales tax and he thinks a two year sunset is sufficient.

Council President Coons also voiced her support and said it will be a benefit to the
community. She does support the sunset with the option to extend in order to provide an
opportunity to review the effectiveness.

Councilmember Beckstein clarified that it does not exempt over the counter sales or the
tax on fuel.

Ordinance No. 4430—An Ordinance Amending Section 3.12.070 of Chapter 3 of the
Grand Junction Municipal Code Concerning the Exemption from Sales Tax of Seller
Installed Aircraft Parts

Councilmember Palmer moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4430 with a change in the sunset
clause to three years and ordered it published. Councilmember Kenyon seconded the
motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

There were none.

Other Business

There was none.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.

Stephanie Tuin, MMC
City Clerk
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM Proposed Sehedule: ___1*
Reading August 2, 2010
Attach 2 2nd Reading: August 16, 2010

Heritage Villas Rezone - Located at 606 2 29
Road, from R-4 to R-8

Subject: Heritage Villas Rezone - Located at 606 72 29 Road, from R-4 to R-8

File # RZ-2010-062

Presenters Name & Title: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner

Executive Summary:

A request to rezone 1.6 acres, located at 606 2 29 Road, from R-4 (Residential — 4
units per acre) zone district to R-8 (Residential — 8 units per acre) zone district. The
proposed project is to provide a retirement village consisting of 10 units and a single
family residence for the owner of the property.

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

Goal 5: To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages.

During the required neighborhood meeting the concept of the proposed project is to
provide a retirement village, with a single family residential unit, for the owner of the
property; two, two bedroom units; six one bedroom units; two studio units and a one
bedroom caretaker’s unit located over the community/game room, which is for the use
of the residents, thus providing a mix of housing types, family types and addressing the
needs of elderly residents.

Action Requested/Recommendation:

Introduce a Proposed Zoning Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for August 16, 2010.
Board or Committee Recommendation:

At the July 13, 2010 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation
of approval to the City Council.

Background, Analysis and Options:
Please see the attached background information and staff report.

Financial Impact/Budget:




N/A

Legal issues:

There are none.

Other issues:

N/A

Previously presented or discussed:

This matter has not been previously presented or discussed.
Attachments:

Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map

Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map
Blended Residential Map

Concept Plan
Proposed Ordinance



BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Location: 606 2 29 Road

Donnie Yancey, owner; Donny Eilts, developer; Ken

Applicants: O’Bryan, representative
Existing Land Use: Vacant land
Proposed Land Use: Single-family residence with 10 retirement living units
North Church
South Car wash, vacant land and single-family residences
Surrounding  Land along F Road
Use:
East Single family residences
West
Mesa County Open Space
Existing Zoning: R-4 (Residential 4 du/c)
Proposed Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac)
North County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family 4 du/ac)
and PD (Planned Development)
South B-1 (Neighborhood Business) and County RSF-4

Surrounding Zoning: (Residential Single Family 4 du/ac)

East County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family 4 du/ac)

West CSR (Community Service and Recreation)

Future Land Use Designation: | Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac)

Zoning within density range? X Yes No

1. Background

The property was annexed into the City in 1994 as part of the Darla Jean Annexation

which consisted of approximately 499 acres, including airport lands and land on both

sides of F Road. Upon annexation the subject parcel was zoned R-4 (Residential — 4
dwelling units per acre).

A neighborhood meeting was held on Friday, April 16, 2010. Nine neighbors signed the
attendance sheet. The preliminary site plan was shown and the developer’s
representative explained the concept of a retirement village for the 1.6 acre parcel. The
developer’s architect explained the concept of the plan and the various elements of the
site. The project was explained to have a single-family residence, for the owner of the
property; two, two bedroom units; six, one bedroom units; two studio units and a one
bedroom care taker’s unit located over the community/game room, which is for the use
of the residents. Units would have garages, and additional visitor parking would be
provided. There will be storage units available for the residents to rent if they so
choose. All maintenance to the buildings and landscaping will be provided by the on-



site caretaker. Fencing is proposed for portions of the project and is required as a
buffer where R-8 zoning is adjacent to B-1 zoning, as is the case on the southern most
boundary of the property. Residential zones that abut other residential zones do not
have to provide fencing, although the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) allows
the decision-maker to require fencing in certain circumstances. The need for fencing
was discussed during the neighborhood meeting.

In the past a Rezone of a property was based solely on certain criteria found in the
Zoning and Development Code. With the adoption of the new Comprehensive Plan
and the codification of the Zoning and Development Code, a concept plan is now
required as part of a rezone application.

Based on the concept plan submitted, the request to rezone the property to R-8
(Residential — 8 dwelling units per acre) will accommodate the proposed site plan which
has an overall density of 7.5 dwelling units per acre. The Comprehensive Plan shows
this area to develop in the Residential Medium category, which is 4 to 8 dwelling units
per acre. The Blended Residential Map shows this area to develop anywhere from 4 to
16 dwelling units per acre.

2. Section 02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code

In order to maintain internal consistency between this Code and the Zoning Maps, map
amendments must only occur if:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or

Response: The property was originally zoned R-4, 16 years ago and has
remained vacant. With the adoption of the new Comprehensive Plan, which
provides a vision for a diversity of housing types for a spectrum of incomes, and
be child and senior friendly, the proposed rezone will meet Goal 5. Goal 5
states: “To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the
needs of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages.” As part of the “Six
Guiding Principles” that will shape our growth through the Comprehensive Plan,
we should allow and encourage more variety in housing types (besides just
single family detached lots) that will better meet the needs of our diverse
population.

Based on Goal 7 of the Comprehensive Plan, which states: “New development
adjacent to existing development (of a different density/unit type/land use type)
should transition itself by incorporating appropriate buffering.” This Goal can be
met with adequate fencing of the subdivision; fencing is required anywhere R-8
zoning abuts a business zone such as B-1.

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

Response: Several Plans have been adopted recently, all reflecting the
encouragement of increased density or mixed use in this area. The
Transportation Plan shows future improvements to 29 Road, which is classified



as a Principal Arterial, which will provide direct access to 1-70 in the future. The
Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor and the Future Land Use Map of the
Comprehensive Plan along with the Blended Residential Map all indicate that
increased density and a mix of housing types as shown by the applicant’s rezone
application is consistent with all the adopted Plans.

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

Response: There are adequate public utilities adjacent to the subject parcel that
can be extended through the property to facilitate new construction at the
requested density. Community facilities, such as a convenience store, a large
grocery store, restaurant and other neighborhood facilities and uses are within
walking distance of the subject parcel.

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

Response: Similar to Item 2 above, increased density for this site makes sense
and is supported by the numerous Plans mentioned above. If you notice the
Aerial Photo Map, you can see that the subject parcel is surrounded by
development, therefore there is no vacant land in this area with a higher density
zoning that would allow this development.

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

Response: The applicants state in their General Project Report that by rezoning
the property to allow for a higher density the major benefit will be another option
for the aging population within the community. Keeping aging, retired citizens in
the neighborhood is a benefit because they contribute so much to the volunteer
sector of the community. Furthermore the proposed retirement community will
further benefit the area due to its close proximity to many neighborhood
commercial amenities discussed above in Item 3. Finally the proposed
community is within walking distance of GVT’s bus routes along F Road.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS/CONDITIONS:

After reviewing the Heritage Villas Rezone, file number RZ-2010-062, a request to
rezone the property from R-4 (Residential — 4 units per acre) to R-8 (Residential — 8
units per acre), the following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined:

1. The requested R-8 zone district is consistent with the goals and policies of
the Comprehensive Plan.

2. The review criteria in Section 02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal
Code have all been met.



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval from their meeting
of July 13, 2010.



Site Location Map

City Limits 606 2 29 Road
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Comprehensive Plan Map
606 2 29 Road

Existing City and County Zoning Map
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NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updatlng their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County
directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof."



Blended Residential Map
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE REZONING HERITAGE VILLAS
FROM R-4 (RESIDENTIAL -4 UNITS PER ACRE) TO
R-8 (RESIDENTIAL - 8 UNITS PER ACRE)

LOCATED AT 606 "2 29 ROAD

Recitals.

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Municipal
Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of rezoning the
Heritage Villas property from R-4 (Residential — 4 units per acre) to the R-8 (Residential —
8 units per acre) zone district for the following reasons:

The zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the
future land use map of the Comprehensive Plan, Residential Medium, 4 to 8 units, and
the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with
appropriate land uses located in the surrounding area.

After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council,
City Council finds that the R-8 zone district to be established.

The Planning Commission and City Council find that the R-8 zoning is in
conformance with the stated criteria of Title 21, Section 02.140 of the Grand Junction
Municipal Code.

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

The following property shall be rezoned R-8 (Residential — 8 units per acre).

BEG SW CORSEC51S1EN429 FTE 660 FT S165 FT W 330 FT S 264 FT W 330
FT TO BEG EXC THAT PT TAKEN BY PLAZA 29 AND EXC W 30 FT FOR RD ROW

ALSO KNOWN AS TAX PARCEL NUMBER 2943-053-00-136



Introduced on first reading this ____ day of , 2010 and ordered published.
Adopted on second reading this day of , 2010.

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor
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Lee/Bell Rezone - Located at 315 Ouray Avenue,
from R-O to B-2

Subject: Lee/Bell Rezone - Located at 315 Ouray Avenue, from R-O to B-2
File #: RZ-2010-066

Presenters Name & Title: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner

Executive Summary:

A request to rezone 0.14 acres, located at 315 Ouray Avenue, from R-O (Residential
Office) zone district to B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district to allow retail sales in a
gallery within the home.

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

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

Rezoning the property to B-2, will allow the applicants to remain living in their home and
provide a “mixed use” by providing retail sales in a gallery setting in their home.
Action Requested/Recommendation:

Introduce a Proposed Zoning Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for August 16, 2010.

Board or Committee Recommendation:

At the July 13, 2010 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation
of approval to the City Council.




Background, Analysis and Options:

Please see the attached background information and staff report.
Financial Impact/Budget:

N/A

Legal issues:

None

Other issues:

N/A

Previously presented or discussed:

This matter has not been previously presented or discussed.
Attachments:

Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map

Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map
Proposed Ordinance



Location: 315 Ouray Avenue

Applicants: Sandra G. Lee, owner; Don Bell, representative
Existing Land Use: Single-family residence, with home occupation
Proposed Land Use: Single-family residence, with retail sales area
North Residential
Surrounding Land South | United States Postal Service repair facility
Use: East Single-family residence
West Single-family residence / Commercial parking lot
Existing Zoning: R-O (Residential Office)
Proposed Zoning: B-2 (Downtown Business)

North R-8 (Residential — 8 units per acre)

South | B-1 (Neighborhood Business)

Surrounding Zoning:
J J East R-O (Neighborhood Business)

West R-O (Neighborhood Business)

Downtown Mixed Use (DT, 24+ DU Acre, 96

Future Land Use Designation: Jobs/Acre)

Zoning within density range? X Yes No

1. Background

The applicants live at 315 Ouray Avenue, in a two story home built in 1902. They have
a home occupation (design and manufacture of jewelry) which is allowed in an R-O
zone. The issue is that retail sales are not allowed. The owner, Sandra Lee, is a
jewelry designer who would like to turn a portion of her home into a small gallery to
display her work and be able to sell her designs to the general public. B-2 zoning would
allow her to do so. The purpose of the B-2 zoning district is to promote the vitality of
the Downtown Area as provided by the Comprehensive Plan. The purpose of the B-2
zone district also encourages pedestrian circulation and common parking areas.

The applicants feel that a fine crafts gallery in the Ouray neighborhood justifies the
rezone as it is in compliance with the intent and purpose of the Comprehensive Plan
Downtown Mixed Use designation. The owner has spoken with the Mesa County
Building Department about converting the entry hall and the living room into her
gallery/showroom. The Building Official has said that they need to meet some minimal
accessibility standards, at least a ramp to the main entry door. Furthermore, depending



on the number of potential customers at any one time, a restroom for the public may be
needed with accessible features. The structure already has a handicapped accessible
ramp and one restroom that is handicap accessible.

The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on April 20, 2010. Both neighbors on either
side of the subject property attended the meeting along with a neighbor from across the
street. All of the neighbors were in support of the plan and said it would be a great
addition for the neighborhood. They also thought that all four houses on this block
should be rezoned. One neighbor was concerned about possible parking conflicts, but
the applicants stated that they had already contacted the Chamber of Commerce about
leasing parking. The Chamber’s parking lot is about 100 feet away to the east. The
applicant plans to post a small sign in the front directing people to the parking lot. They
have obtained a signed parking agreement with the Chamber, in accordance with the
Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC), Section 06.050.(e)(iii).

2. Section 02.140.(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code

In order to maintain internal consistency between this Code and the Zoning Maps, map
amendments must only occur if:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or

Response: The new Comprehensive Plan’'s Goal 4 states: “Support the
continued development of the downtown area of the City Center into a vibrant
and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions.”

This area is designated on the Future Land Use Map as Downtown Mixed Use.

Rezoning the property to B-2, will allow the applicants to remain living in their
home and provide a “mixed use” by providing retail sales in a gallery setting in
their home, thereby supporting Goal 4.

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

Response: The Comprehensive Plan designation of Downtown Mixed Use
encourages the proposed B-2 zoning and therefore the request is consistent with
the Plan. The new Comprehensive Plan reflects changes in the character of the
downtown area.



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

Response: There are adequate public and community facilities existing in this
area.

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

Response: This is a re-use of an existing home, adding more intensity to the
property, as encouraged by the Downtown Mixed Use area of the
Comprehensive Plan.

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

Response: The applicants state in their General Project Report that there is
currently a lack of fine craft galleries in the Ouray neighborhood. The rezone will
provide a walkable neighborhood gallery, while continuing to provide residential
housing.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS:

After reviewing the Lee/Bell Rezone, file number RZ-2010-066, a request to rezone the
property from R-O (Residential Office) to B-2 (Downtown Commercial), the following
findings of fact and conclusions have been determined:

1. The requested B-2 zone district is consistent with the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

2. The review criteria in Section 02.140 of the Zoning and
Development Code have all been met.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission recommended approval to City Council on July 13, 2010.
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE REZONING THE LEE/BELL PROPERTY
FROM R-O (RESIDENTIAL OFFICE) TO
B-2 (DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL)

LOCATED AT 315 OURAY

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 rezoning the Lee/Bell property from R-O (Residential Office) to the B-2
(Downtown Commercial) zone district for the following reasons:

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

After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council,
City Council finds that the B-2 zone district to be established.

The Planning Commission and City Council find that the B-2 zoning is in
conformance with the stated criteria of Title 21 Section 02.140 of the Grand Junction
Municipal Code.

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

The following property shall be rezoned B-2 (Downtown Business).
Lots 3 and 4, Block 75, Grand Junction, CO

Also identified as Tax Parcel 2945-142-39-002



Introduced on first reading this day of , 2010 and ordered published.

Adopted on second reading this day of , 2010.

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor



Date:  July 20, 2010

Gra nd lunction Author: _Scott Hockins
< L 1 R IRa DS Title/ Phone Ext: _Purchasing

Supervisor, 1484

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM Proposed Schedule: Monday,
August 2, 2010

Attach 4 2nd Reading

Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation (if applicable):

Contract

Subject: Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation Contract

File # :

Presenters Name & Title: Jim Finlayson, Information Technology Manager
Jay Valentine, Assistant Financial Operations Manager

Executive Summary: This contract consists of installing a new fiber optic ring linking
the Police Department, City Hall and the Mesa County Sheriff’s Office. This is a second
link and will serve as back up to ensure the availability of public safety systems to
E-911, police, fire, and sheriff as they deliver public safety services to the community.
This is a part of the larger project to implement a public safety network that will provide
integrated criminal justice records, corrections management, and computer aided
dispatch across all law enforcement agencies in Mesa County.

How this action item meets City Council Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:

This Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation project supports the following Goals
from the Comprehensive plan:

Goal 11: Public safety facilities and services for our citizens will be a priority in
planning for growth

The project will improve the communications for the public safety network by
providing a secondary data path for the new County-wide Computer Aid
Dispatch/Records Management/Correction Management System (CAD/RMS/CMS).
The secondary path is essential to ensure that the applications are available on an
uninterrupted basis by the dispatchers, police officers and fire fighters that rely on
the system to provide law enforcement, fire, and emergency services to our
citizens.

Action Requested/Recommendation:
Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract for the

Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation Project with Sturgeon Electric in the
Amount of $108,555.




Board or Committee Recommendation:
N/A
Financial Impact/Budget:

The Grand Junction Regional Communication Center board has authorized funds for
the purchases of the software, hardware and network equipment required to implement
the multi-jurisdictional project (CAD/RMS/CMS). The total expected cost of the
combined project is just over $4 million. We have been successful in acquiring over $2
million in grant funds for the total project including a $1.75 million Department of Local
Affairs award.

Sufficient funds for this component, secondary fiber optic installation ($108,555), have
been approved in the 2010 Communication Center Fund budget.

Legal issues:

N/A

Other issues:

N/A

Previously presented or discussed:
N/A

Background, Analysis and Options:

This contract is part of the larger CAD/RMS/CMS implementation project that was
approved by Council on August 31, 2009. The goal of the project is to implement an
integrated data management system for the Grand Junction Regional Communication
Center (GJRCC) and all of the law enforcement and fire departments in Mesa County.
The new system will provide the ability and capacity to manage and exchange data
between the various dispatch, mobile, field-based reporting, records and jail
management modules in one integrated system. Each agency will be able to access
appropriate information and data from other participating agencies in a timely, efficient,
secure and reliable manner.

The architecture for the purchased system requires that the servers and databases be
located in a central location that are accessed over fiber optic lines and other
communication methods by officers and fire fighters located throughout the valley. In
order to ensure the availability of the systems, a secondary set of fiber lines is
necessary between the primary data center at the Police Department and the other
major data centers at the Sheriff's Department and City Hall. This contract will allow the
selected vendor to build the secondary fiber loop connecting those facilities.



A formal solicitation was advertised in the Daily Sentinel and sent to a source list of
contractors including the Western Colorado Contractors Association (WCCA). Four
bids for the Secondary Ring- Emergency Services Project were received. Sturgeon
Electric of Rife, Colorado was the apparent low bidder with a bid of $108,555.00.

The following bids were received on July 20, 2010:

DIFFERENCE
COMPANY LOCATION AMOUNT FROM LOW BID
Sturgeon Electric Rifle $108,555.00 -
Apeiron Uiility Grand Junction $131,246.05 21%
Construction
EC Electric Grand Junction $176,284.61 62%
BWR Constructors Durango $227,757.35 110%

This project is scheduled to be completed by mid October 2010.

Attachments:

N/A




Date:_ July 20, 2010
Author: _Scott Hockins

Title/ Phone Ext: _Purchasing

CITY OF ° .
Gra nd lunctlon Supervisor, 1484
C < 2R 0 B B Proposed Schedule:_Monday
e August 2, 2010
2nd Reading

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

(if applicable):

Attach 5
Construction Contract for Compressed Natural
Gas Slow-Fill Station

Subject: Construction Contract for Compressed Natural Gas Slow-Fill Station
Located at the Municipal Campus, 333 West Avenue

File # :

Presenters Name & Title: Jay Valentine, Assistant Financial Operations Manager
Greg Trainor, Director of Streets, Facilities, and Utilities
Terry Franklin, Deputy Director of Streets, Facilities, and
Utilities

Executive Summary: The project consists of installation of a new Compressed Natural
Gas (CNG) Slow-Fill Station. This slow-fill station will provide a fueling point for the four
new solid waste trash trucks that were purchased earlier this year, and expected to
provide two fueling bays to be used for Grand Valley Transit buses.

How this action item meets City Council Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:

The CNG Slow-Fill Station project supports the following Goals from the
Comprehensive plan:

Goal 9: Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local
transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water and
natural resources.

CNG Fuel is a clean and economically sound alternative to diesel fuels currently used
by some of the City’s larger fleet vehicles. This fueling source will also be utilized by
Grand Valley Transit busses as an alternative fuel. Providing an opportunity for CNG
fueling provides an alternative for other public, or private, fleet managers that may see
the benefit of using this clean fuel alternative.

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

Construction of this CNG slow fill fueling station is the first phase of a two phase plan to
provide fueling options for CNG fuel. The second phase of the project will involve
construction of a fast fill station that may be utilized by a private vendor, or the City
would have the opportunity to enter into a private/public venture for fast-fill CNG fueling.
This option for alternative fuel will help to promote use of clean fuels in the
local/regional area that over time will result in improving air quality in the valley.



Action Requested/Recommendation:

Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract for the CNG
Slow-Fill Station Project with Gas Energy Systems, Inc. in the Amount of $555,086

Board or Committee Recommendation:

N/A

Financial Impact/Budget:

Funds to complete this project have not been appropriated in the 2010 Fleet Fund

budget however adequate funding has been achieved through several grant awards
and available Fleet funds. Budget allocation is as follows:

Funding

Department of Local Affairs $300,000.00
Governor’'s Energy Office $120,000.00
“‘“ARRA” EECBG $ 80,000.00
Fleet Equipment Fund $125,279.00
Total Available Funding $625,279.00
Costs

Engineering Design Costs $ 80,193.00
Construction $555,086.00
Total Cost $625,279.00

Legal issues:

N/A

Other issues:

N/A

Previously presented or discussed:

N/A

Background, Analysis and Options:

The City of Grand Junction has been exploring alternatives to provide a CNG fuel

option for several years. This effort started with Staff exploring possible uses for the
methane gas generated as a byproduct of treating sewage at the Persigo Waste Water



Treatment Plant. Staff evaluated cost benefits realized with provision of the CNG fuel
alternative and determined it advantageous to establish a market for CNG fuel prior to
committing to a specific use at the Waste Water Plant. Staff looked to Xcel Energy as
a source of natural gas at the Municipal Services Campus for the first phase of the
fueling station.

This phase of the fueling station project will result in construction of ten time—fill
stations. Four will be utilized by City Solid Waste trucks, and two by Grand Valley
Transit, allowing four additional time—fill stations that may be utilized for other
public/private fueling needs.

A formal solicitation was advertised in the Daily Sentinel and sent to a source list of
contractors including the Western Colorado Contractors Association (WCCA). One bid
for the CNG Slow-Fill Station was received. Gas Equipment Systems Inc. (GESI), of
Rancho Cucamonga, CA, was the only bidder.

FIRM LOCATION AMOUNT
GESI Rancho Cucamonga, CA $555,086.00

This project is scheduled to be completed by late November 2010.
Attachments:

N/A



Date: July 20, 2010

Gra nd lunction Author: Scott D. Peterson
<< 2R SN R Title/ Phone Ext: Senior
Planner/1447
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM Proposed Schedule: 1% Reading,
Monday, July 19, 2010
Attach 6 2nd Reading: Monday, August 2,
Mesa State College Right-of-Way Vacations 2010

Subject: Mesa State College Right-of-Way Vacations
File #: VR-2010-068

Presenters Name & Title: Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor

Executive Summary:

Mesa State College is requesting to vacate portions of Texas, Elm, Houston and
Bunting Avenues and associated alleys in anticipation of current and future building and
parking lot expansions for the campus.

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

By vacating the existing rights-of-way, it will allow Mesa State College to continue to
grow the main campus at its current location within the central city and also support the
planned westward growth of the College as identified in the Mesa State College
Facilities Master Plan.

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

Goal 6: Land use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse.

Goal 8: Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the
community through quality development.

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

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

Proposed Ordinance to Vacate portions of Texas, EIm, Houston and Bunting Avenues
and associated alleys.



Board or Committee Recommendation:

At the July 13, 2010 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded a conditioned
recommendation of approval. See Legal issues.

Background, Analysis and Options:

Please see the attached Staff Report.

Financial Impact/Budget:

N/A.

Legal issues:

The Ordinance will be conditioned upon the reservation and grant of temporary
easements that the City Manager or the City Manager’'s designee determines to be
satisfactory for the continued utility infrastructure and necessary public access.

Other issues:

No other issues.

Previously presented or discussed:

First reading of the Ordinance was July 19, 2010.

Attachments:

Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map

Comprehensive Plan / City Zoning Map

Mesa State Overview and Ownership Map
Proposed Ordinance



Texas, ElIm, Houston and Bunting Avenue areas

Location: near Mesa State College
Applicants: Mesa State College
Existing Land Use: City street and alley rights-of-way
Proposed Land Use: Mesa State College building and parking lot
expansions
North Mesa State College properties
Surrounding Land South Mesa State College properties
Use: East Mesa State College properties
West Single-family residential
Existing Zoning: R-8, (Residential — 8 du/ac)
Proposed Zoning: N/A
North CSR, (Community Services and Recreation)
S . South R-8, (Residential — 8 du/ac) and CSR,
Zurr_ou?dlng (Community Services and Recreation)
ohing: East CSR, (Community Services and Recreation)
West R-8, (Residential — 8 du/ac)
Future Land Use Designation: Business Park MU
Zoning within density range? X Yes No
ANALYSIS
1. Background:

The applicant, Mesa State College, wishes to vacate portions of Texas, EIm, Houston
and Bunting Avenues and associated alleys all located east of Cannell Avenue in
anticipation of current and future building and parking lot expansions for the campus.

With the vacation of the right-of-way requested, the City of Grand Junction (“City”) shall
reserve Utility and Public Access Easements. These easements shall be temporary.
Much of the right-of-way requested to be vacated includes utility infrastructure and
provides public access. As part of the Mesa State College Master Plan, much of the
utilities infrastructure will be relocated. The applicant has agreed that upon the City
approving and agreeing to the final location of the utilities, permanent utility easements
shall be granted to the City and the portion of the temporary utility easements reserved
that are no longer needed by the City shall be released and/or vacated after relocation
of the utilities.

Presently there are nine (9) remaining parcels of land that are held by private
individuals (five of the parcels are owned by one owner) located within the area of the




vacation requests. (See the attached Mesa State Overview and Ownership Map.)
Seven of these parcels are being impacted by the present construction currently
underway at the campus. Mesa State College is requesting that portions of the right-of-
way not be reserved as temporary public access easements due to this construction
and expected use of the property. In return, the Applicant shall provide to the City two
(2) separate temporary public access easements across its property to serve the public,
including the parcels being impacted. A condition of the vacation of the right-of-way
includes the release of these temporary public access easements with the grant of
temporary public access easements that are determined acceptable by the City
Manager in location, construction, and condition of the access ways. The City Manager
through the Public Works and Planning Director (“Director”) has determined that the
locations of the temporary public access easements proposed by the Applicant are
acceptable. The area within the easements including those portions reserved as public
access easements must be approved by the Director as to construction and design, but
minimally the surface material shall be asphalt.

2. Section 21.02.100 of the Zoning and Development Code:

The vacation of the right-of-way shall conform to the following:

a. The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, and other
adopted plans and policies of the City.

Granting the request to vacate the existing street portions and alley
portions does not conflict with the Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley
Circulation Plan and other adopted plans and policies of the City. Ultility
and public access easements will be retained to allow for the continuation
of general traffic circulation and existing utilities.

b. No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation.

No parcel will be landlocked as a result of these vacations. Access
easements shall be reserved and Applicant shall provide additional
access easements as needed.

c. Access to any parcel shall not be restricted to the point where access is
unreasonable, economically prohibitive or reduces or devalues any
property affected by the proposed vacation.

Access will not be restricted as access easements shall be reserved and
additional access easements granted by the Applicant.

d. There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of
the general community and the quality of public facilities and services
provided to any parcel of land shall not be reduced (e.g. police/fire
protection and utility services).



There will be no adverse impacts to the general community and the
quality of public facilities and services provided will not be reduced due to
the vacation requests.

e. The provision of adequate public facilities and services shall not be
inhibited to any property as required in Chapter 21.06 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code (“GJMC”).

With the reserved easements and the grant of additional easements, the
provision of adequate public facilities and services will not be inhibited to
any property as required in Chapter 21.06 of the GJMC. No adverse
comments were received from the utility review agencies during the staff
review process.

f. The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced
maintenance requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc.

Maintenance requirements for the City will not change as a result of the
proposed vacations as easements will be reserved and additional access
easements shall be granted by the approved City Ordinance.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS:

After reviewing the Mesa State College application, VR-2010-068 for the vacation of
public rights-of-way, the Planning Commission made the following findings of fact,
conclusions and conditions:

1. The requested vacation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.100 (c) of the Grand Junction Municipal
Code have all been met.

3. Approval of the street and alley vacation requests is conditioned upon the
reservation and grant of temporary easements that the City Manager
determines to be satisfactory for the continued utility infrastructure and
necessary public access for the area being vacated.
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE VACATING PORTIONS OF TEXAS, ELM, HOUSTON AND
BUNTING AVENUES AND ASSOCIATED ALLEY RIGHTS-OF-WAY
IN THE MESA STATE COLLEGE AREA

RECITALS:

Mesa State College has requested the vacation of street and alley rights-of-way
in the Mesa State College area to allow for expansion of the campus, in accordance
with the 1999 Facilities Master Plan. The vacated rights-of-way shall be reserved as
Utility and Access Easements to allow for the adequate circulation of through traffic and
accessibility to non-Mesa State College owned property and also utilities. Only asphalt
or other surface treatment will be allowed within said Utility and Access Easements.
Other surface treatment shall be subject to review and approval by the City of Grand
Junction.

The City Council finds that the request is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan, the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Chapter 21.02.100 of the Zoning and
Development Code with the conditions of approval including the reservation and
granting of the Utility and Access Easements as described with this ordinance.

The Planning Commission, having heard and considered the request, found the
criteria of the Code to have been met with the conditions of approval, and recommends
that the vacation be conditionally approved.

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

The following described dedicated rights-of-way are hereby vacated subject to the listed
conditions:

The public Streets and Alleys situate within the SE 1/4 of Section 11, Township One
South, Range One West of the Ute Meridian, City of Grand Junction, Mesa County,
Colorado, described as follows:

1. All of the east-west alley in Block 6, Garfield Park Subdivision,
Reception No. 444756.

2. All of Texas Avenue lying west of Elam Il Subdivision, as recorded in
the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder at Reception No.
2455622, to the east of the most easterly right-of-way line of Cannell
Avenue as it abuts Texas Avenue.



3. All of the east-west alley in South Garfield Park Subdivision, as
recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder at
Reception No. 539508.

4. All of EIm Avenue lying east of the most easterly right-of-way line of
Cannell Avenue as it abuts EIm Avenue and west of Elam Il Subdivision,
as recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder at
Reception No. 2455622.

5. All of Houston Avenue that remains from the dedication of Houston
Avenue on the McMullin & Gormley Sub-division plat, as recorded in the
records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder at Reception No. 349926
after the right-of-way vacation of Houston Avenue in Ordinance No. 4252.

6. All of the north-south alley in Block 2, McMullin & Gormley Sub-
division, as recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder
at Reception No. 349926.

7. All of the north-south alley in Block 3, McMullin & Gormley Sub-
division, as recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder
at Reception No. 349926, remaining after the right-of-way vacation of a
portion of the same alley in Ordinance No. 4252.

8. All of Bunting Avenue lying east of the east right-of-way line of Cannell
Avenue and west of the east right-of-way line of Houston Avenue.

The identified rights-of-way as shown on “Exhibit A” as part of this
vacation description.

Temporary utility easements are hereby reserved by the City of Grand Junction on,
along, over, under, through and across the areas of the right-of-ways to be vacated for
the benefit of the public for the use of City-approved public utilities as perpetual
easements for the operation, maintenance and repair of utilities and appurtenances
including, but not limited to, electric lines, cable TV lines, natural gas pipelines, sanitary
sewer lines, storm sewers, water lines, telephone lines, equivalent other public utility
providers and appurtenant facilities. The easement area shall not be burdened or
overburdened by the installation, construction or placement of any structures or any
other item or fixture which might be detrimental to the facilities of the City-approved
public utilities or which might act to prevent or impede reasonable ingress and egress
for workers and equipment on, along, over, under, through and across the easement
area. Only sod or gravel shall be placed on the surface in the easement area unless
written consent has been given by the City Manager’s designee.

Temporary access easements are hereby reserved by the City of Grand Junction on,
along, over, under though and across the areas of the right-of-ways to be vacated for



maintaining and repairing an access way for vehicular and pedestrian ingress and
egress, except as follows:

1. No temporary access shall be reserved on any or all of the east-west alley in
Block 6, Garfield Park Subdivision, Reception No. 444756.

2. No temporary access shall be reserved on that portion of Texas Avenue abutting
the 30 most easterly feet of Lot 5 and all of Lot 6 and Lot 7 of the South
Garfield Park Subdivision, as recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk
& Recorder at Reception No. 539508.

3. No temporary access shall be reserved on that portion of the east-west alley in
South Garfield Park Subdivision abutting the 30 most easterly feet of Lot 36
and all of Lots 35, 34, and 33 as recorded in the records of the Mesa County
Clerk & Recorder at Reception No. 539508.

4. No temporary access shall be reserved on that portion of EIm Avenue vacated
herein that lies east of the most easterly right-of-way line of Houston Avenue as
vacated herein.

5. No temporary access shall be reserved on the portion of Houston Avenue lying
south of the northerly right-of-way line of Bunting Avenue.

The easements are reserved and or separately granted as temporary easements as it is
understood that the easements are needed for the utilities presently in the right-of-way
and for access. It is expected that some utilities will be relocated or removed with the
changes and improvements being made to the Mesa State College campus. Mesa
State College will work with the City and the appropriate public utility agencies to
determine the final location of the utilities and the relocation of the utilities. Once the
utilities have been relocated or it is determined that the utility infrastructure need not be
moved to the satisfaction of the City Manager or the City Manager’'s designee, Mesa
State College shall grant new permanent utility easements for the new locations as
required by the City Manager. Upon the City’s acceptance of a utility easement, the
City Manager shall release all interests in the Temporary Utility Easements pursuant to
Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code that is no longer needed due
to the grant of the new permanent utility easement.

In accordance with the same section, the City Manager may likewise release any and/or
all interest in a temporary access easement included herein if it is determined that the
access is no longer needed. All temporary access easements installed by Mesa State
College shall be maintained and repaired by Mesa State College.

Applicants shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Ordinance, any
easement documents and dedication documents.



Introduced for first reading on this 19" day of July, 2010.
PASSED and ADOPTED this ____ day of , 2010.

ATTEST:

President of City Council

City Clerk
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Attach 7

Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Decision
Regarding the Schooley-Weaver Partnership
Conditional Use Permit

Subject: Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Decision Regarding the
Schooley-Weaver Partnership Conditional Use Permit for a Gravel Extraction Facility,
Located at 104 29 34 Road

File # (if applicable): CUP-2010-008
Presenters Name & Title: Brian Rusche, Senior Planner

Executive Summary:

An appeal has been filed regarding the Planning Commission’s decision to deny a
conditional use permit for a Gravel Extraction Facility, located at 104 29 % Road.

The Conditional Use Permit was considered under the provisions of the 2000 Zoning and
Development Code; therefore, the appeal was filed in accordance with Section 2.18.E of
the 2000 Zoning and Development Code, which specifies that the City Council is the
appellate body of the Planning Commission.

According to Section 2.18.E.4.h, no new evidence or testimony may be presented, except
City Staff may be asked to interpret materials contained in the record.

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

Goal 1: To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the City,
Mesa County, and other service providers.

Action Requested/Recommendation:
Hold a Hearing on and Consider the Appeal.
Board or Committee Recommendation:

The Planning Commission denied the requested Conditional Use Permit on a 4-2 vote.



Background, Analysis and Options:

On June 8, 2010 a public hearing was held by the City of Grand Junction’s Planning
Commission for review of a Conditional Use Permit for a gravel extraction facility at 104
29 ¥ Road. The Commission reviewed the contents of a written staff report; a
presentation by Brian Rusche, Senior Planner; a presentation by the applicant’s
representative and public testimony taken during the Public Hearing. The Planning
Commission denied the Conditional Use Permit by a vote of four to two.

On June 18, 2010 an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision was filed with the
Planning Manager. This appeal is in accordance with Section 2.18.E.1 of the 2000 Zoning
and Development Code. The following criteria are to be considered by the City Council for
affirming, reversing, or remanding the matter back for further consideration by the
Planning Commission:

(1) The decision maker may have acted in a manner inconsistent with the provisions of
this Code or other applicable local, state or federal law; or

(2) The decision maker may have made erroneous findings of fact based on the evidence
and testimony on the record; or

(3) The decision maker may have failed to fully consider mitigating measures or revisions
offered by the applicant that would have brought the proposed project into compliance; or
(4) The decision-maker may have acted arbitrarily, acted capriciously, and/or abused its
discretion; or

(5) In addition to one (1) or more of the above findings, the appellate body shall find the
appellant was present at the hearing during which the original decision was made or was
otherwise on the official record concerning the development application.

In reversing or remanding the decision back to Planning Commission, the City Council
shall state the rationale for its decision on the record. An affirmative vote of four members
of City Council is required to reverse the Planning Commission’s decision.

Financial Impact/Budget: N/A

Legal issues: Refer to Section 2.18.E of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code for
appeal procedure (attached for your reference).

Other issues: None.

Previously presented or discussed: No.

Attachments:

Excerpt from 2000 Zoning and Development Code (Section 2.18 E)
Appeal Letter

Planning Commission Staff Report

Additional correspondence and items presented at public hearing
Minutes of June 8, 2010 Planning Commission Meeting



Excerpt from 2000 Zoning and Development Code:

E. Appeal of Action on Non-Administrative Development Permits. Any person,
including any officer or agent of the City, aggrieved by or claimed to be
aggrieved by a decision or final action of the Planning Commission may request
an appeal of the action in accordance with Table 2.1 and this Section 2.18.
Appeals of denials made by the Planning Commission on items for which they
are not the final decision-maker shall be heard by the City Council in
accordance with these provisions. A request for a rehearing, as described in
Section 2.18.D, shall be a condition required for requesting an appeal.

1. Approval Criteria.

a. Findings. In granting an Appeal to action on a non-administrative
development permit, the appellate body shall find:

(1) The decision maker may have acted in a manner inconsistent
with the provisions of this Code or other applicable local, state
of federal law; or

(2) The decision maker may have made erroneous findings of fact
based on the evidence and testimony on the record; or

(3) The decision maker may have failed to fully consider mitigating
measures or revisions offered by the applicant that would have
brought the proposed project into compliance; or

(4) The decision-maker may have acted arbitrarily, acted
capriciously, and/or abused its discretion; or

(5) In addition to one or more of the above findings, the appellate
body shall find the appellant was present at the hearing during
which the original decision was made or was otherwise on the
official record concerning the development application. The
appellate body shall also find that the appellant requested a
rehearing before the decision-maker in accordance with
Section 2.18.D.

2. Facts on Record. In considering a request for appeal, the appellate
body shall consider only those facts, evidence, testimony and witnesses
that were part of the official record of the decision-maker's action. No
new evidence or testimony may be considered, except City staff may be
asked to interpret materials contained in the record. If the appellate
body finds that pertinent facts were not considered or made a part of
the record, they shall remand the item back to the decision-maker for a
rehearing and direct that such facts be included on the record.

3. Decision-Maker. The appellate body for a particular development
permit shall be as specified on Table 2.1. The appellate body shall
affirm, reverse or remand the decision. In reversing or remanding the
decision back to the decision-maker, the appellate body shall state the
rationale for its decision. An affirmative vote of four members of the
appellate body shall be required to reverse the decision-maker's action.
An affirmative vote of five members of the appellate body shall be
required to approve re-zones and Growth Plan Amendment(s).



4. Application and Review Procedures. Requests for an appeal shall
be submitted to the Director in accordance with the following:

a.

Application Materials. The appellant shall provide a written request
that explains the rationale of the appeal based on the criteria
provided in this Section 2.18.E.4. The appellant also shall submit
evidence of his/her attendance at the original hearing or other
testimony or correspondence from him/her that was in the official
record at the time of the original hearing.

Application Fees. The appropriate fee, as may be approved by the
City Council, shall be submitted with the request.

Application Deadline. A request for an appeal shall be submitted
within ten (10) calendar days of the action taken by the decision-
maker.

. Notice to Applicant. If the appellant is not the applicant, the

Director, within five working days of receipt of the request for appeal,
shall notify the applicant of the request and the applicant shall have
ten (10) working days to review the request and provide a written
response.

Preparation of the Record. The Director shall compile all material
made a part of the official record of the decision-maker's action. As
may be requested by the appellate body, the Director also may
provide a summary report of the record.

Notice. Notice of the appeal hearing shall be provided in the same
manner as was required with the original action.

. Hearing. The Director shall schedule the Appeal before the

appellate body within forty-five (45) calendar days of receipt of the
appeal. The appellate body shall hold a hearing and render a
decision within thirty (30) calendar days of the close of that hearing.

. Conduct of Hearing. At the hearing, the appellate body shall review

the record of the decision-maker's action. No new evidence or
testimony may be presented, except that City staff may be asked to
interpret materials contained in the record.



June 18, 2010

Lisa Cox, Planning Manager
City of Grand Junction

250 North 5™ Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: Appeal of June 8, 2010 Planning Commission Decision on the
Schooley-Weaver Partnership — Conditional Use Permit Application

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION FILE #: CUP-2010-008
PETITIONER: Schooley-Weaver Partnership
LOCATION: 104 29 3/4 Road

STAFF: Brian Rusche

Dear Ms. Cox;

The petitioner/applicant respectfully requests to appeal the June 8, 2010 decision by the
Planning Commission to the City Council pursuant to Section 2.18 of the 2000 Zoning and
Development Code as amended.,

Rationale for Appeal (Section 2.18.E.1 of the 2000 Land Use Code.)

2.18. E.1 Approval Criteria

il

2.

3.

Overview

The Planning Commission acted in a manner inconsistent with the
provisions of the Code or other applicable law;

The Planning Commission made erroneous findings of fact based on the
testimony;

Assuming non-compliance for the moment, the Planning Commission
failed to fully consider mitigating measures or revisions offered by the
applicant that would have brought the proposed project into compliance;
or

The Planning Commission acted arbitrarily and capriciously andfor
abused its discretion; and

The appellant was present at the hearing, fully participated and was on
the official record as the petitioner/applicant.

The applicant, with full awareness of the city's 2000 Zoning and Development Code, applied for
a Conditional Use Permit for gravel extraction in a Residential -~ Rural Zone as prescribed in
Table 3.5 but was denied for ‘safety concerns.’



Findings of Fact

The staff report confirms the applicant complied with all of the reguirements of Section 2.13 and
Section 4.3.K. During the hearing no evidence was entered into the record to the contrary. The
May 27, 2010 City Staff Report summarized the application's compliance as follows:

“After reviewing the Schooley-Weaver Gravel Pit application, CUP-2010-008 for a
Conditional Use Permii, Staff made the following findings of fact, conclusions and
conditions:
1. The requested Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan,
2. The review criteria in Section 2.13.C of the 2000 Zoning and
Development Code have all been met.
3. Approval of the project being conditioned upon:

* The Conditional Use Permit shall be approved for five (5) years, as
outlined in the General Project Report, with the option of an
adminisirative extension of two (2) years, pursuant to Section
4.3.K3w.

* Al required local, state, and federal permits for the operation of the
project shall be obtained and maintained. Copies shall be provided.
No signage, except for emergency contact information, is allowed.

The operator shall provide for necessary repairs and maintenance of
29 % Road during the duration of the permit, upon request of the
Fublic Works Department, pursuant to Section 43.K3g

‘I recommended that the Planning Commission approve the requested Conditional Use
Permit, CUP-2010-008 with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions of approval
listed above.” - Presenter Brian Rusche, Senior Planner.

Additional requirements of Section 2.13

The appellant and his representatives were in attendance at the original hearing. As the
petitioner/applicant the appellant has the legal standing to request an appeal. A check for the
$250.00 appeal fee is included with this appeal request which is being made within the required
10 calendar days following the Planning Commission Decision.

Summary of Pre-Motion Discussion on the Record by the Commissioners
(Sea Attachment 1 for a transcription of the discussion.)
C Schoenradt (denial): public safety issue

C Carlow (denial): 29 3% Road has the potential to become a bottle neck ... Althaugh it
wasn't discussed, I've got a problem with discrepancies (2 years) between the CDOT
permit and the City permit

C Burnett (denial): safety reasons alone



C Williams (denial): safety on that road and ... the 3 year period for CDOT's portion of

O o

the permit and the City giving 5. | just don't understand how that is.

C Eslami (approval): property rights

Acting Chairman Abbolt (approval): the applicant is doing everything they can to mitigate

the impact of this project. | do find that it fits the zoning code, it fits all the requirements

that the City has asked for. As a strictly property rights issue, I'm going to have to
probably vote for this measure.

Review of Commissioner’s reasans for denial:

Safety

Safety of the School Bus Stop Location (assumed based on public testimony)

o Robert Jones |l, Professional Engineer, of Vortex Engineering,
representing the applicant, testified at the Hearing about the applicants
offers to go beyond the legal requirements to mitigate any theoretical
risks.

o Robert Jones | testified at the Hearing to the ongoing efforts with Dave
Montoya, School District 51 Transportation Coordinator (254-5127) to
relocate the bus stop off 29 % Road and internal to the subdivision. The
School District is agreeable to this solution.

o Robert Jones Il testified at the Hearing that the applicant was offering to

build a bus stop shelter for the neighborhood school children.
o Robert Jones || testified at the Hearing the applicant’s willingness to limit
the hours of operation to coincide with the school bus schedule (8:30 AM
- 5:00 PM).

Safety of Pedestrian Access (assumed based on public testimony)

o Appellant is aware of NO city requirements.

o The application shows the existing Right of Way is sufficlent to
accommodate standard sidewalks but the owners in the neighborhood
have chosen to not install them. The City has supported neighborhood

efforts for years to make such improvements to existing strests, but these

neighbors have apparently chosen to not make such efforts.  Appellant
notes that if the neighbors' concems and those expressed by the
Flanning Commissioners who voted no are valid, the existing traffic is
already extremely dangerous, but apparently not enough to take steps to
keep the children off the public way or to create curbs and sidewalks. It is
noted that the appellant does not agree that there is such a danger, any
more than on any other street, but does agree that curbs and especially,

parental control over where children play and walk, would be good.

Safety of children playing in the street because there are no sidewalks nor
neighborhood parks (assumed based on public testimony)

o Appellant recognizes that ‘kids will be kids,’ but also that it is the parents’
duty to supervise their children, and certainly not encourage or allow them
to play in the middle of the public right of way.

o This issue is not identified in the City of Grand Junction Zoning and

Development Code.

o Reviews by CDOT, Mesa County and City Engineers did not identify ANY

safety concerns for this rural road.

3



The use of ‘Safety’ as the criteria for denial by three of the six voting is inconsistent with
the provisions of the Code and therefore, by definition, capricious and an abuse of
discretion. Furthermore, the Commission failed to fully consider mitigating measures
offered by the applicant in an effort to be a good neighbor.

29 % Road bottleneck

* The neighbors and planning commissioners have created an issue which they
named the “29 % Road bottleneck™ however, the objective evidence, listed below,
shows either their concerns are simply not valid (capricious/abuse of discretion)
orimpose on the appellant new requirements to the existing city road system that
have no basis in the existing city code or other laws,

* CDOT has approved a State Highway Access Permit at 29 % Road onto State
HWY 50. By definition of the permit the State Highway Access Engineers believe
the access to be safe and in compliance with all applicable State laws and design
practices.

* As an experienced and licensed Civil Engineer Robert Jones || testified at the
Hearing that the proposed left tumn acceleration lane onto westbound HWY 50
will actually improve the safety for ALL the neighbors exiting onto HWY 50.

* A Level lll Traffic Impact Study prepared by Tumkey Consulting was submitted
with this application and is part of the record. The Traffic Study identified the
impacts of the project traffic on the Level of Service at the 29 % Road
intersection with HWY 50.

Left from 29 3 Road EXISTING PROPOSED LEVEL
to westbound HWY 50 LEVEL OF SERVICE
OF SERVICE
AM PEAK HOUR B {13 sec delay) | B (14 sec delay)
PM PEAK HOUR B (13 sec delay) | C (18 sec delay)

The notion that 29 % Road will become a bottleneck is an erroneous finding of fact
based on the testimony, the evidence and the applicable law. Its use as a reason for
denial is arbitrary and capricious.

ar CDOT Acce it vs. 5 year City Conditional Use Permit

* Critical questions affecting a decision should have been asked at the hearing to
give the City Staff and/or the applicant an opportunity to clarify. That is the
purpose of the hearing yet neither Commissioner Carlow nor Williams asked for
any information that would alleviate their concerns regarding the difference in
time length for the two permits.

* There is no provision of the City Zoning and Development Code that requires,
recommends or even suggests that the Access Permit, under the jurisdiction of
the State, be of equal length to the City's Conditional Use Permit length. It is,
however, stated that all other State, Federal and local permits must be in effect
prior to the operation of the CUP. If any permit expired during the operation of
the CUP it would have to be extended. Other required permits have time lengths
contrary to the CUP's 5-year length. For example, the State APEN Permit is an
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annual permit that must be renewed each year for the applicant to be in
compliance with the City's CUP requirements.

* Appellant would have explained, had the opportunity been presented that CDOT
did adjust the length of the Temporary Access Permit in an attempt to match the
time span of the City’s CUP. In a communication error, CDOT mistakenly used
the 3 year review period recently identified in a different permit granted by the
County on a site located at 29 Road and I-70 Frontage Road. (the same
applicant at the north end of 29 Road). CDOT offered to re-issue the Access
Permit with a 5 year time frame but with the knowledge of City Staff we
requested CDOT make all revisions after the City’s Hearing in case there were
Conditions of Approval that needed to be accommodated. This issue is a ‘red
herring’ that is easily remedied. There again, if either Commissioner Carlow or
Willlams had asked, the applicant or the City staff would have clarified this issue
for them.

The notion that a State permit must match the city permit length as a reason for denial is
arbitrary and capricious.

State of Colorado Statute on Mineral Extraction
During the Hearing Robert Jones Il included into the record the relevant State statutes
by reference. (See Attachment 2)

The applicant is aware that gravel extraction is not a use by right in any zone of the City
of Grand Junction or Mesa County. However, BOTH jurisdictions have individually and
separately acknowledged the intent of the State statutes and the value of the mineral
resources to the community by identifying areas that may be mined and controliing that
use with the CUP process to insure mining operators remain good neighbors. The City of
Grand Junction allows gravel extraction in this zone as well as ALL surrounding zones
with the approval of a CUP. Mesa County allows gravel extraction in ALL surrounding
zones with the approval of a CUP.

The State statute does not require local governments to allow mining, but does preserve
access to the mineral deposits. In declaring the use of 29 3% FRoad, by legally licensed
vehicles, an unmitigateable ‘Safety’ concern the Planning Commissioner has acted in a
manner inconsistent with State law.

Summary
Acting Chairman Abbott said it best: “the applicant is doing everything they can to
mitigate the impact of this project. | do find that it fits the zoning code, it fits all the
requirements that the City has d for...."

By not identifying a Section of the Zoning and Development Code that the project was
not in compliance with, all of the Commissioners who voted ‘no’ by stating on the record
that ‘safety’ was the reason for their ‘no’ vote essentially just made up a new rule, after
the fact. The use of such an undefined ‘standard, * that will vary from person to person,
is exactly what is meant by arbitrary and capricious; an abuse of discretion, where ALL
of the adopted standards WERE met. To allow this result to remain, ‘safety’ without
definition or reference to the laws of the City of Grand Junction, is arbitrary and
capricious and the appellant requests their decision be reversed,

5



Schooley-Weaver Partnership
Little Park Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503
970-234-3088

Enclosures

Cec: James Schooley, Schooley-Weaver Partnership, w/ encl.
Robert W. Jones, II, Vortex Engineering, w/ encl.

ATTACHMENT 1 - Transcription of Commission Discussion & Maotion
ATTACHMENT 2 - Colorado State Statue on Mineral Extraction



ATTACHMENT 1

Planning Commission Discussion and Motion June 8, 2010 (tranacribed from the video record)

C Richard Schoenradt:
The way I see things — the primary rofl of the Governing body is to protect the public welfare and
safety. | am torn because there is a balancing act here between prior property rights that are a
foundation of our country but a public safety issue which is the primary roll of any government.
And because of that | am going to be unable to support the approval of this permit the way it is
proposed with its ingress and egress route being 29 % Road.

C Patrick J. Carlow:

I am opposed to it also. | think the 29 % Road has the potential to become a boitle neck
whether through accidents, breakdowns, weather, school related issues, whatever. This access
onto Highway 50 is going to be a bigger problem. As | understand it everything turns left out of
the project. Although it wasn't discussed, I've got a problem with discrepancies between the
CODOT permit and the Cily permit (2 years), so | cannot support this.

C Rob Burnett:
| also, for safety reasons afone, am opposed to this.

C Ebi Eslami:
For the property rights, | am for it.

C Gregory Williams:

Mr. Chairman, while | appreciate the effort of the time change, there are still too many
questions, the biggest being safety on that road and also being the 3 year period for CODT's
portion of the permit and the City giving 5. | just don't understand how that is.

At this time I will have fo say no also.

Acting Chairman Mark Abbott:

To be real honest, | started out opposing this measure as it kept going and kept going, and then
to be honest with you, the applicant has offered to change his hours of operation from 8:30 to
5200 PM. It sounds to me like the applicant is doing everything they can to mitigate the impact
of this project. Again, while, yes, | would not necessarily like to have this in my neighborhood, |
do find that it fits the zoning code, it fits all the requirements that the City has asked for, As a
strictly property rights issue, I'm going to have fo probably vote for this measurs.

At this time | will entertain a motion on this motion.

C Richard Schoenradt:

Mr. Chairman, | want to request for a Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver Gravel
Pit Application number CUP-2010-008 to be located at 104 29 % Road. | move that the
Flanning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings of fact, conclusions
and conditions listed in the staff report.

Acting Chairman Mark Abbott

All those in favor of this say so by saying Aye. Opposed?
For=2

Opposed - 4
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Planning Manager, Lisa Cox:
For purpose of clarification could you just do a count of those for and against?

Commissioners Abbolt and Eslami - for
Commissioners Carlow, Schoenradt, Williams and Burnett - against

Acting Chairman Abbott called this session of the Planning Commission closed.



ATTACHMENT 2

State of Colorado Statute on Mineral Extraction
The relevant State statute citied for the Record during the hearing consists of the following
sactions:

34-1-301. Legislative declaration.

(1} The general assembly hereby declares that:

(a) The state's commercial mineral deposits are essential to the state’s economy:

(b) The populous counties of the state face a critical shortage of such deposits;

{c) Such deposits should be extracted according to a rational plan, calculated to avoid waste of
such deposits and cause the least practicable disruption of the ecology and quality of life of the
citizens of the populous counties of the state.

(2) The general assembly further declares that, for the reasons stated in subsection (1) of this
section, the regulation of commercial mineral deposits, the preservation of access to and
extraction of such deposits and the development of a rational plan for extraction of such
deposits are matters of concem in the populous counties of the state. It is the intention of the
general assembly that the provisions of this part 3 have full force and effect throughout such
populous counties, including, but not limited to, the city and county of Denver and any other
home city or ithin each such populous county but shall have no application outside
such populous counties.

[This language has been in effect since 1973, thus neighbors on legal notice........The statute
‘was first adopted in 1963]

34-1-302. Definitions.
As used in this part 3, unless the context otherwise requires:

{1) "Commercial mineral deposit’ means a natural mineral deposit of limestone used for
construction purposes, coal, sand, gravel, and quarry aggregate, for which extraction by an
extractor is or will be commercially feasible and regarding which it can be demonstrated by
geologic, mineralogic, or other scientific data that such deposit has significant economic or
strategic value to the area, state, or nation.

(2) "Extractor” means any individual, partnership, association, or corporation which extracts
commercial mineral deposits for use in the business of selling such deposits or for use in
another business owned by the extractor or any department or division of federal, state, county,
or municipal government which extracts such depaosits.
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(3} "Populous county or populous counties of the state” means any county or city and county
having a population of sixty-five thousand inhabitants or more according to the latest federal
decennial census.

34-1-303. Geological survey to make study.

After July 1, 1973, the Colorado geological survey shall contract for a study of the commercial
mineral deposits in the populous counties of the state in order to identify and locate such
deposits. Such study shall be of sand, gravel, and quarry aggregate, and shall be completed on
or before July 1, 1974, and shall include a map or maps of the state showing such commercial
mineral deposits, copies of which may be generally circulated. Any commercial mineral deposits
discovered subsequent to July 1, 1974, may be, upon discovery, included in such study.

34-1-304. Master plan for extraction.

(1) The county planning commission for unincorporated areas and for cities and towns having

no planning commission or the planning commission for each city and county, city, or town,

within_ea ulous nty of the state, shall, with the aid of the maps from the study
conducted pursuant to section 34-1-308, conduct a study of the commercial mineral deposits
located within its jurisdiction and develop a master plan for the extraction of such deposits,
which plan shall consist of text and maps. In developing the master plan, the planning
commission shall consider, among others, the following factors:

(a) Any system adopted by the Colorado geological survey grading commercial mineral deposits
according to such factors as magnitude of the deposit and time of availability for and feasibility
of extraction of a deposit;

(b) The potential for effective multiple sequential use which would result in the optimum benefit
to the landowner, neighboring residents, and the community as a whole;

(c) The development or preservation of land to enhance development of physically attractive
surroundings compatible with the surrounding area;

(d) The quality of life of the residents in and around areas which contain commercial mineral
deposits;

(e} Other master plans of the county, city and county, city, or town;

fiM

(g) The ability o reclaim an area pursuant to the provisions of article 32 of this title; and
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{(h) The ability to reclaim an area owned by any county, city and county, city, town, or other
governmental authority or proposed, pursuant to an adopted plan, to be used for public
purposes by such a governmental authority consistent with such proposed use.

(2) A planning commission shall cooperate with the planning commissions of contiguous areas
and the mined land reclamation board created by section 34-32-105 in conducting the study and
developing the master plan for extraction.

(3) (a) A county planning commission shall certify its master plan for extraction to the board of
county commissioners or the governing body of the city or town where the county planning
commission is acting in lieu of a city or town planning commission. A planning commission in
any city and county, city, or town ghall certify its master plan for extraction to the governing body
of such city and county, city, or town.

(b) After receiving the certification of such master plan and before adoption of such plan, the
board of county commissioners or goveming body of a city and county, city, or town shall hold a
public hearing thereon, and at least thirty days' notice of the time and place of such hearing
shall be given by one publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the county, city and
county, city, or town. Such notice shall state the place at which the text and maps so certified
may be examined.

(4) The board of county commissioners or governing body of a city and county, city, or town
may, after such public hearing, adopt the plan, revise the plan with the advice of the planning
commission and adopt it, or return the plan to the planning commission for further study and
rehearing before adoption, but, in any case, a master plan for extraction of com ial mineral
deposits shall be adopted for the unincorporated territory and any city and county, city, or town
in each populous county of the state on or before July 1, 1975.

Source: L. 73: p. 1047, § 1. C.R.S. 1963: § 92-36-4. L. 75: (1)(h) added, p. 1336, § 1, effective
June 29. L. 77: (2) amended, p. 289, § 67, effective June 29,

34-1-305. Preservation of commercial mineral deposits for extraction.
(1) After July 1, 1973, no board of county commissioners, governing body of any city and
county, city, or town, or other governmental authority which has control over zoning shall, by

zoning, rezoning, granting a variance, or other official action or inaction, permit the use of any

area known to contain a commercial mineral deposit in a manner which would interfere with the
present or future extraction of such deposit by an extractor.

{2) After adoption of a master plan for extraction for an arsa under its jurisdiction, no board of
county commissioners, governing body of any city and county, city, or town, or other
governmental authority which has control over zoning shall, by zoning, rezoning, granting a

variance, or other official action or inaction, permit the use of any area containing a commercial

mineral deposit in 8 manner which would interfere with the present or future extraction of such

deposit by an extractor.

1
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(3) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit & board of county commissioners, a
governing body of any city and county, city, or town, or any other governmental authority which
has control over zoning from zoning or rezoning land to permit a certain use, if said use does
not permit erection of permanent structures upon, or otherwise permanently preclude the
extraction of commercial mineral deposits by an extractor from, land subject to said use.

(4) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit a board of county commissioners, a
goveming body of any city and county, city, or town, or other governmental authority which has
control over zoning from zoning for agricultural use, only, land not otherwise zoned on July 1,
1973.

(5) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit a use of zoned land permissible under
the zoning goveming such land on July 1, 1973.

(6) Mothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit a board of county commissioners, a
governing body of any city and county, city, or town, or any other governmental authority from
acquiring property known to contain a commercial mineral deposit and using said property for a
public purpose; except that such use shall not permit erection of permanent structures which
would preclude permanently the extraction of commercial mineral deposits.

Source: L. 73: p. 1048, § 1. C.R.S. 1963: § 92-36-5. L. 75: (6) added, p. 1336, § 2, effective
June 28,

ANNOTATION

Law reviews. For article, "Severed Minerals as a Deterrent to Land Development”, see 51 Den.
L. J. 1 (1974).

This section does not deprive landowners of reasonable use of their property, and thus
does not constitute a governmental taking. Cottonwood Farms v. Bd. of County Comm'rs, 725
P.2d 57 (Colo. App. 1986), affd, 763 P.2d 551 {Colo. 1988),

Local governments can permit uses compatible with mining. By zoning, rezoning, granting
a variance, or other action or inaction, local governments can permit any use of land known to
contain a commercial mineral deposit so long as the permitted use is not incompatible with
mining, such as erecting permanent structures on this land; the preservation act does not
require local governments to allow mining in any area where it is commercially practicable, but
only to preserve access to the mineral deposits. C & M Sand & Gravel v. Bd. of County
Comm'rs, 673 P.2d 1013 (Colo. App. 1983).
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE: June 8, 2010
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER: Brian Rusche

AGENDA TOPIC: Schooley-Weaver Partnership Conditional Use Permit — CUP-2010-
008

ACTION REQUESTED: Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Location: 104 29 % Road
Applicants: Schooley-Weaver Partnership - Owner
bp ' Vortex Engineering - Representative
Existing Land Use: Vacant
Proposed Land Use: Gravel Extraction
North Residential
Surrounding  Land South Gravel Extraction
Use:
East Residential and Vacant
West Residential / Commercial (Trucking Business)
Existing Zoning: R-R (Residential Rural — 1 du/ 5ac)
Proposed Zoning: Same
North County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural)
South County AFT (Agriculture/Forestry/Transitional)
Surrounding Zoning: East County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural)
County AFT (Agriculture/Forestry/Transitional)
West County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural)
County PUD (Planned Unit Development)
Future Land Use Designation: Rural (5 - 10 ac/ du)
Zoning within density range? X | Yes No

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow a
gravel extraction facility in an R-R (Residential Rural) zone district in accordance with
Table 3.5 of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval of the Conditional Use Permit



ANALYSIS:

1. Background

The subject property was annexed in 2004 as the Fisher Annexation and zoned R-R
(Residential Rural). The property consists of 16 acres, with a topography that rises
approximately 100 feet above the Orchard Mesa Canal #2. Across the canal, north of the
subject property is a residential neighborhood. Along 29 % Road west of the site are three
residences. Also along 29 % Road is an existing construction and trucking operation on
approximately 20 acres. An existing gravel extraction operation is located approximately
600 feet south of the subject property (approved by Mesa County in 1994). The primary
access onto the subject property is from 29 % Road, which terminates at the southern
edge of the subject site. This road previously continued south and east through private
property and the Mesa County Landfill, but this road has been closed by the County.

The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to operate a gravel extraction facility
at this location. The intent is to remove material from the site over a five (5) year period
with no onsite processing. Access to US Highway 50 has been granted for three (3)
years, subject to construction of improvements for traffic flow. These improvements
include extended acceleration/deceleration lanes, with appropriate turning radii and
asphalt overlay, if necessary. A maximum of 300 trips per day would be generated by the
use, according to the traffic study. All truck traffic would use 29 % Road, which has been
evaluated by a geotechnical consulting firm and found suitable in strength for the
proposed level of traffic. This roadway has two travel lanes, twelve (12) feet wide each
way and is currently maintained by Mesa County. Mesa County has provided comments,
which are attached, relative to the use of this road as well as other alternative access
points. The applicant considered other accesses to and from the site but deemed these
not to be viable alternatives, either because the roads did not meet standards or required
crossing of private property. Since 29 % Road is located within the Persigo 201 boundary,
it will ultimately be incorporated into the City street network. The standards for gravel
extraction facilities provide for improvements and maintenance of designated haul routes,
as deemed necessary by the Public Works Director.

The applicant proposes to mine approximately 7.63 acres of the total 16 acres of property.
The proposal reflects the requirement for a minimum separation from existing residences
and the Orchard Mesa Canal #2, as well as the finished grade necessary for reclamation.

Landscaping buffers are proposed along 29 % Road, along the Canal, and at the
northeast corner of the property. These buffers are designed by a Landscape Architect to
help mitigate some of the visual effects of the proposed gravel extraction operation by
providing groupings of plants visible from the rear yards of the adjacent residences. An
exhibit has been provided showing view cross sections and approximate sight lines from
three different residential sites surrounding the operation. Given the difference in terrain
between the residences, all but three of which sit below the canal, the existing elevation of
the property, which rises approximately 100 feet from the property line to the peak, and
the proposed final elevations, which will be reduced by 75 to 90 feet, it is not feasible to
create a buffer that will completely “hide” the proposed operation.



2. Section 2.13.C of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code

This project is being reviewed under the 2000 Zoning and Development Code, which was
in place at the time of application, pursuant to Section 21.01.120(b) of the Municipal Code.

Requests for a Conditional Use Permit must demonstrate that the proposed development
will comply with all of the following:

a. All applicable site plan review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and
Development Code and with the SSID, TEDS and SWMM Manuals.

Section 2.2.D.4
1. Adopted plans and policies such as the Comprehensive Plan,
applicable corridor or neighborhood plans, the major street plan, trails
plan and the parks plans

The site is currently zoned R-R (Residential Rural) with the
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map identifying this area as
Rural (5-10 ac/du). The Residential Blended Map identifies this site
as Residential Low Density (Rural to 5 du/ac). As gravel extraction is
allowed, through approval of a CUP, the proposed use is in
compliance with the adopted plans and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan. The proposal is in compliance with zoning policies which
require a gravel extraction operation to obtain a Conditional Use
Permit. There is no applicable neighborhood plan.

2. Conditions of any prior approvals
There are no prior approvals on the site.

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

Landscaping along the perimeter of the operation will be provided
according to the attached landscaping plan, in accordance with
Chapter Six.

4. Quality site design practices

The proposal has been reviewed by staff for quality design. The
proposed access, screening, phasing, and reclamation have been
found to be consistent with adopted standards and address the site’s
inherent constraints, which include the existing topography, the
proximity of residences, the existing canal, the boundaries of the
property, and the underlying geology. The request meets all minimum



requirements and standards contained within SSID (Submittal
Standards  for  Improvements and  Development), TEDS
(Transportation Engineering Design Standards) and SWMM
(Stormwater Management Manual).

b. The underlying zoning district's standards established in Chapter Three of
the Zoning and Development Code

The proposed project is in conformance with Table 3.5 (Use Matrix — 2000
Zoning and Development Code), which requires a Conditional Use Permit for
a mining operation in an R-R (Residential Rural) Zone District.

c. The use-specific standards established in Chapters Three and Four of the
Zoning and Development Code

Section 4.3.K states the specific standards associated with Mineral
Extraction. The proposed excavation area exceeds the minimum 125 foot
setback from existing residences by at least 75 feet. Landscaping buffers,
as discussed in the background of this report, meet the requirement for
operations adjacent to residential uses. The hours of operation, which by
Code are 6 am to 6 pm, are proposed to be more restrictive as the applicant
will not be conducting work on weekends. All State and Federal Permits will
be obtained and the applicant is required to provide proof thereof to the City
prior to commencement of operations.

The applicant has addressed the site standards specified under Section
4.3.K within the revised General Project Report, which is attached and
incorporated herein by this reference.

d. Other uses complementary to, and supportive of, the proposed project shall
be available including, but not limited to, schools, parks, hospitals, business
and commercial facilities, and transportation facilities.

An existing Gravel Extraction Facility, which includes material processing, is
located to the south of the subject property; however, the two properties do
not share common access and the Applicant has been unable to reach any
mutual agreement(s) regarding shared use of the former landfill road, which
was closed at the edge of the subject property by Mesa County and crosses
the private property owned by the Ducrays. In addition, a construction and
trucking facility utilizes 29 % Road, which provides direct access to US
Highway 50 and the rest of the Grand Valley.

The adjacent residential neighborhood sits significantly lower in elevation
than the proposed operation, making any sort of material extraction
noticeable. However, the applicant anticipates that all of the material that
can be removed, given the regulatory constraints, will be removed within five
(5) years, allowing the property to be reclaimed. The applicant reserves,
however, the right to request an extension of time after five years to continue



the operation (see below) without requirement of a new Conditional Use
Permit. During the operation, the applicant will be required to maintain the
landscaping, provide noise and dust control, stormwater management, and
other site upkeep practices, similar to those required for a construction site.
These standards are spelled out in the Zoning and Development Code
(landscaping), the Municipal Code (noise ordinance) and the SWMM
(Stormwater Management Manual).

e. Compatibility with and protection of neighboring properties through measures
such as:

1. Protection of privacy

Proposed grades will be sloped into the site as the material is
removed, according to the applicant. The landscaping around the
site, along with the elevation cross section, including with this report,
demonstrate the applicant’s privacy mitigation proposals.

2. Protection of use and enjoyment

Hours of operation will be limited to 6am to 6pm on weekdays only.
No on-site crushing or processing will take place.

There are mechanisms already in place within the City, as well as with
outside agencies, for handling complaints about the proposed
operation, depending on the nature of the complaint. These agencies
include City Code Enforcement and the 5-2-1 Drainage Authority.

3. Compatible design and integration

The entrance to the site will be asphalted and gated. As the material
is removed, the slopes will be graded inward, which will mitigate the
effects of stormwater runoff as well as provide a natural buffer to the
operation as it continues mining downward.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS:

After reviewing the Schooley-Weaver Gravel Pit application, CUP-2010-008 for a
Conditional Use Permit, | make the following findings of fact, conclusions and conditions:

3.

The requested Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the goals and policies
of the Comprehensive Plan.

The review criteria in Section 2.13.C of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code
have all been met.

Approval of the project being conditioned upon:



The Conditional Use Permit shall be approved for five (5) years, as
outlined in the General Project Report, with the option of an
administrative extension of two (2) years, pursuant to Section 4.3.K.3.w.

All required local, state, and federal permits for the operation of the
project shall be obtained and maintained. Copies shall be provided.

No signage, except for emergency contact information, is allowed.

The operator shall provide for necessary repairs and maintenance of
29 % Road during the duration of the permit, upon request of the Public
Works Department, pursuant to Section 4.3.K.3.g.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

| recommend that the Planning Commission approve the requested Conditional Use
Permit, CUP-2010-008 with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions of approval

listed above.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Mr. Chairman, on the request for a Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver
Gravel Pit application, number CUP-2010-008 to be located at 104 29 % Road, | move
that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings of
fact, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report.

Attachments:

Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map

Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map
Blended Residential Map

Site Photos (Pictometry)

Section 4.3.K of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code
General Project Report

Site Plan
Grading Plan

Stormwater Management Plan

Haul Road Plan

Haul Road Letter

Geotechnical Analysis of 29 % Road
Mesa County Review Comments
Adjacent Property Exhibit

Landscape Plan

Reclamation Plan
Letter(s) of Support
Letter(s) of Objection
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K. Mineral Extraction, Washing, Crushing, Cement Batch Plants and Asphalt

Plants.

1. Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to establish reasonable and uniform
limitations, safeguards and controls to wisely utilize natural resources and to
reclaim mined [and.

a. Gravel extraction and/or processing activities should oceur on parcels

of sufficient size so that extraction and reclamation can be undertaken
while still protecting the health, safety and welfare of the cilizens.
b. Where gravel extraction and/or processing is adjacent to zoning or
land uses other than I-1 or -2, mining, handling and batch processing
activities may be resiricted, buffering may be required andfor
disturbance/reclamation may be accelerated to be compatible with the

adjacent zone(sior use(s).
2 Procedure.
a. Commercial extraction of mineral deposits shall not begin or occur

until an excavation and land reclamation plan have been approved in

writing by the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Board.

b. A plan approved as part of a CUP and/or & reclamation/development
schedule being followed under previous regulations fulfills this
requircment.

C. Asphalt, cement and/or other batch plant operations shall be subject
to CUP requirements.

d. A plan for a use under this Section shall contain, in addition to those
relevant requirements outlined for a CUP, the following:

(1)  Detailed description of the method of exiraction and
reclamation to be employed, including any necessary
accessory uses such as, but not limited to, crushers, batch
plants and asphalt plants;

(2) An extraction plan showing the areas to be mined, location of
stockpile area, location of stmucthires, general location of
processing equipment, with accompanying time schedules,
fencing if applicable, depth of deposit, tons in the deposit and
other pertinent information;

(3) A detailed reclamation plan showing proposed reclamation
with time schedules including, but not limited to, finish
contours, grading, sloping, placement, and amount and type of
revegetation, post-extraction land use plans and any other
ralevant information;

4y  Topography of the area with contour lines of sufficient detail
to portray the direction and rate of slope of the land covered
in the application;

(3} Type, character, and density of proposed vegetation both
during excavation and as a component of rehabilitation;

40
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Standards.

The operator’s estimated cost at each of the following
segments of the reclamation process, including where
applicable, backfilling, grading, reestablishing topsoil,
planting, revegetation management, irrigation, protection of
plants and soil prior to vegetation establishment and
administrative cost;

A drainage plan and report prepared by a Colorado registered
professional engineer with consideration of natural drainage,
dramage during excavation and drainage after reclamation
such that the proposed reclamation and excavation will have
no adverse effect in excess of natural conditions, Where
applicable, the Director may require a floodplain permit (see
Section 7.1, Flood Damage Prevention Regulation).

Traffic analysis, which reviews road capacity and safety
conditions/considerations for and within the neighborhood, as
that term may be defined and applied by the Director, The
Director may reduce or enlarge the neighborhood to be
analyzed upon a finding of a hazard or hazardous condition,
The traffic analysis shall generally conform to and address
TEDS standards and shall include but not be limited to
ingressfegress, parking and loading, on site circulation,
number of trucks per day and the capacity of roads, streets,
bridges, intersections etc.

An erosion control plan for runoff and wind-blown sediments
shall be provided for the mining operation and the
reclamation;

Additional information that is required because of unique site
features or characteristics may be required by the City
Community Development Department; and

Upon approval, the excavation and reclamation plans shall be
filed with the City and recorded with the Mesa County Clerk
and Recorder. Any change in excavation or reclamation plan
shall be prohibited unless amended through the conditional

use permit process,

a. Mineral extraction, washing, crushing, cement & asphalt batch
planting and other mined products related uses shall be subject to an
approved excavation permit, well permit, air pollution permit,
reclamation plan and any and all other permits, certifications or
requirements of the state or federal agencies having jurisdiction as
required;

b. Excavation or deposit of overburden is not permitted within thirty
feet (30¢) of an abutting parcel, an easement, an irmigation ditch or
canal or right-of-way unless by written agreement of the owner(s) of
such property, easement, irrigation ditch, canal or right-of-way;
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Excavation within one hundred twenty-five feet (125°) of an existing
residence is not permitted unless by written agreement of the owners
and occupants of the residence. No rock crushing, asphalt/cement
plant or other similar equipment or operations shall take place any
closer than two hundred fifty feet (250 of aresidence. The Planning
Commission may require a greater distance if the operation is
abutting a residential zone district. Excavation, loading, handling,
processing and baich operations adjacent to residentially zoned
parcels shall not exceed sixty-five decibels (65dB) at the property line
of any adjacent parcel;
Al a minimum, one hundred feet {100°) preenbelt setback shall be
provided from jurisdictional wetlands or navigable watercourses as
the same are defined by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).
The Director upon recommendation and consent of the USACE may
vary this standard;
Existing trees and vegetation shall, to the extent practicable, be
preserved and maintained in the required setback to protect against
and reduce noise, dust and erosion. The Director may require
vegetative screening and/or buffering in accordance with this Code in
order to minimize the impact to dissimilar adjacent uses or zoning
districts;
The owner or operator shall submit a traffic analysis;
The Director of Public Works may place restrictions on right-of-way
use after review of the wraffic analysis. Restrictions may include but
are not limited to the owner or operator being be responsible for the
extraordinary upgrade and maintenance of the designated haul
route(s);
Sireets, bridges and highways designated as haul route(s) shall be
maintained by the owner/operator in a reasonably clean condition.
This may include, depending on local conditions, watering, oiling, or
sweeping as determined by the Director,
Howrs of operation shall be restricted to 6:00 AM o 6:00 PM, The
Director may authorize different hours, however, the Director may
also restrict as part of the CUP the hours of operation near residential
or urbanized areas;
In no event shall a slope of steeper than 2:1 be left for dry pits. A pit
with a slope of 3:1 or steeper shall not exceed a depth of ten feet
(10"). The floor of excavation pits, whether wet or dry, shall be left in
2 suitzble condition;
The ownerfoperator shall not excavate, store overburden or mined
material or dike the property in such a manner as to increase any
drainage or flooding on property not owned by the operator or
damage public facilities andfor property,
Prior o starting operation, where the operation is adjacent to
subdivided and/or developed commercial or residential property, the
Director may require buffering and/or screening. Required fencing,
42
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screening and/or buffering shall not be removed until reclamation has

been completed;

After mining has been completed, the site shall not to be used to

stockpile sand and/or gravel except in I-1 and I-2 with a CUP. In any

event the owner/operator is to reclaim the site as rapidly as possible;

Ovperations shall comply with the noise, vibration and other applicable

standards and requirements of this Code and, if not in conflict those

of the Grand Junction Code of Ordinances (GJCQ). If there are
conflicting or competing provisions in this Code and the GICO the
most stringent shall apply;

All air emissions shall comply with standards established by the Mesa

County Health Department, State Health Department and Colorado

Adr Quality Control Commission;

All water use and/or discharge shall conform to standards established

by law and administered by the Environmental Protection Agency

{EPA), the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

{CDHPE), the City of Grand Junction and the Mesa County Health

Department;

All slopes shall be stabilized. Land remaining at the natural water

level must be revegetated in a manner compatible in type as/with the

immediately prevailing area. Revegetation plans are required and
shall minimally mest the standards of the Colorado Mine Land

Reclamation Board;

All disturbed aress shall be revegetated in accordance with the

vegetation plan;

Following initial revegetation efforts, the revegetated area shall be

maintained for a period of three (3) years or until all vegetation is

firmly established in the reclamation area;

A timetable for reclamation shall be placed on each project. Time

lines, including but not limited to milestones, if any, shall be

dependent upon the type and size of reclamation effort;

Proof of a reclamation bond shall be submitted, along with the

required reclamation plan;

A development schedule shall be submitied describing the life span of

the project in years (ranges are acceptable) and, if applicable, the

years per phase;

If the development schedule is not met the conditional use permit:

(1)  May be revoked;

2y The Director may grant & two (2) year extension per request;

{3} The Planning Commission shall have the power, after
hearing, to revoke any conditional use permit for any
violation;

(4) Upon at least ten (10) days written notice to the owner, the
Planning Commission may hold a hearing to determine the
nature and extent of the alleged violation, and shall have the
power, upon showing of good cause, to revoke the permit and
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(3)

(6)

(7

(8)
(%)

the plan and to require reclamation of the land;

If not extended or revoked, a new application and extraction
plan will need to be submitted and reviewed in the manner
described in this section;

An extension request shall provide information in writing
detailing the reasons for the request. The Director shall
consider the stated reasons, as well as the extent condirions
have changed in the area, if any, before granting an extension;
If a written request to extend the development schedule is
submitted to the Director it shall include but not necessarily
be limited to the factors and reasons for the requested
extension. New conditions may be imposed as a part of the
granting of an extension. New conditions, if any, may be
appealed to the Planning Commission to be considered at a
public hearing;

The Director may forward any extension request to the
Planning Commission;

Extension requests will be evaluated by the Director and/or
Planning Commission on the same basis and with the same
information as per the conditional use permit process;

If the use has not operated or if no material has been extracted in
accordance with the development schedule or any extension{s)
thereof, the conditional use permit shall expire;

Signage for public safety is required; and

Fencing around the perimeter of the property is required.
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Project Description

The purpose of this General Project Report is to provide a general review and discussion of the
Site, Zoning, and Planning of the subject site for Staff to properly determine the compliance
with all Conditional Use Permit requirements.

A. Property Location

The site is located along the east side of 29 % Road, south of Hwy 50 in the Orchard Mesa area of
Grand Junction, Colorado at 104 29 32 Rd.

Please reference Exhibit ‘A’—Vicinity Map within this report for further information.

B. Legal and Acreage

By legal description, the property is described as Lot 1, Block 9, of the Bumns Subdivision, Section 32,
Township 1 South, Range 1 East in Mesa County, Colorado.

The property is approximately 16.0 acres in size and is currently undeveloped. The property does not
appear to be utilized for any specific purpose. Sparse natural vegetation covers the parcel.

C. Proposed Use

The 16.0 acre parcel is planned to be mined for construction materials. No onsite crushing or
processing of materials is proposed. The topsocil will be used to supplement landscape areas and will
not be stockpiled on site. The pit-run gravel will be extracted and removed from the site. Water for dust
control and irmigation will be hauled to the site. When the extraction process is completed topsail will be
imported as needed and distributed evenly over the disturbed area and covered with a native seed mix.
Per the Reclamation Flan copies of the State Reclamation Plan and Permit Application, State Apen,
State Stormwater, and CDOT Access Permit Application are incorporated with this CUP application

Public Benefit
This development is an excellent opportunity to provide an important community resource in this area

by providing much needed construction aggregate for the 29 Road Overpass at the Union Pacific
Railroad.

Project Compliance, Compatibility and Impact

A. Adopted Plans

Orchard Mesa Neighborhood/ City of Grand Junction Growth Plan

This site is located within the Orchard Mesa Neighborhood Plan, revised July 13 & August 16, 2000
This CUP is not in conflict with the neighborhood plan.
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B. Land Use

This property was platted as part of the Bums Subdivision on June 15, 1950 and recorded in the land
records of Mesa County, Colorado under Liber 7, Folio 63.

The property was annexed into the City of Grand Junction pursuant to the Persigio Agreement.

The site is bounded on the west by 29 % Rd, various county residential uses to the north and east,
various county residential and commercial to the west and vacant ground to the south.

Existing Land Use: Undeveloped
Proposed Land Use: Gravel Extraction
MNorth Residential Medium Low, 2-4 du/ac
Surrounding
Land Use: South Vacant (county landfill)
East Rural, 5-35 ac/du
West Conservation/Residential Medium Low, 2-4 du/ac
Existing Zoning R-R (Rural Residential, 1 unit per 5 acres)
MNorth County RSF-R
Surrounding South County AFT
Zoning:
East County RSF-R
West County RSF-R/Planned Commercial

C. Site Access and Traffic Patterns

Currently the site is accessed from 29 % Rd which is a 2-lane, no median, paved, County owned and
maintained roadway. The existing Right-of-Way of 29 %4 Rd. is approximately 38". The ultimate Right-of-
Way of 29 % Rd_ is 60"

Portions of the 29 %% Road Right-of-Way were annexed into the City of Grand Junction with this site.
Staff has suggested the full width of 29 % Road might be annexed at this fime. This applicant will work
with the City towards that goal.

A Level lll Traffic Impact Study was prepared by Tumkey Consulting. It evaluated accessing the SH-
50 intersection at 29 % Road with two alternatives.

Alternative #1 — 29 % Road to SH-50.
Alternative #2 — 30 Road to South Frontage Road to 29 34 Road to SH-50.

Both alternatives create the same impact on SH-50 however, the 30 Road Alternative would require a
haul road in excess of 12% grade from the crossing over the canal to the South Frontage Road within a
30 foot wide right of way. Additional nght of way would be required and both TED and CDOT design
exceptions that are difficult to support would be required for Alternate #2. Alternate #1 (29 % Road to
SH-50) was chosen as the preferred alternative.
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A CDOT Access Permit will be required and signalization is not warranted. Recommended
improvements to SH-50 include:

1. Extend existing eastbound left turn decel lane by 40 feet.
2. Restripe SH-50 to install a 1,182 foot long northbound to westbound left turn acceleration lane.

A copy of the CDOT Access Permit application including a layout of the proposed improvements is
incorporated with this CUP application. Delegation of Authority letters from the City of Grand Junction
and Mesa County for the CDOT Access Permit at SH-50 and 29 % Road were submitted to CDOT and
are incorporated with this application.

The Traffic Impact Study is incorporated within this CUP application.

A Haul Route Plan is incorporated within this CUP application. SH-50 is the nearest Truck Route.
The intended use is temporary with a typical Conditional Use Permit from the City being valid for 5
years. Alternative haul routes explored include:
s An altemmate route using the southern leg of the 30 Road 1= not proposed to be built in time for
use by Schooley-Weaver. An additional obstacle is the insufficient width of 30 Road Right-of-
Way south of the Frontage Road. The 30 Road Alternative would require a haul road in excess
of 12% grade from the crossing over the canal to the South Frontage Road within a 30 foot wide
right of way. Additional right of way would be needed from adjacent property owners and both
TED and CDOT design exceptions that are difficult to support would be required
# An alternate route to Whitehead Drnive, north of the canal is restricted by the 20 foot grade
differential below the canal. In addition, 3 haul route through the abutting neighborhood is
undesirable.
* A request for an alternate access route via the existing road to the south across the Ducray
property was refused by Mrs. Ducray.

Use of the 29 34 Road intersection will require temporary improvements to SH-50. The improvements
proposed in the CDOT Access permit include adding a left turn to west bound SH-50 accel lane and the
restriping of existing lane widths from 12-feet to 11-feet. The existing 76-foot wide roadway can
accommodate the temporary alterations with minimal disturbance to existing users.

EXISTING HIGHWAY 50 STRIPING:
Four 12-foot through lanes
One 12-foot left turn lane
One 4-foot median
One 12-foot right turn lane
One 12-foot nght turn westbound accel lane
Two 2.5-foot shoulders
TOTAL WIDTH 93 FEET

PROPOSED HIGHWAY 50 STRIPING:
Four 11-foot through lanes
One 11-foot left turn lane
No 4-foot median
One 11-foot left turn westbound accel lane
Cne 11-foot right turn lane
Cne 11-foot right turn westbound accel lane
Two 2 5-foot shoulders
TOTAL WIDTH 93 FEET
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A supplemental Geotechnical Report included cores of 29 %4 Road to establish the adequacy of its
structural strength and condition. Three borings of the existing pavement revealed 8 to 9 inches of
asphalt over a 6 inch road base. This road section appears more than adequate for the proposed use.

It is worth noting that 29 % Road was built as the haul road to the landfill to the south and operated
successfully for many years. The Ducray trucking operations are currently using the road as the only
access to SH-50 from their 13-acre site.

D. Effects on Utilities

Electric
The provider for electric service in this area is Grand Valley Power Company.

This CUP will not require electric service.

Water

The provider for water service in this area is Ute Water Conservancy District. It iz anticipated that
an off-site 8°-12" water main extension of approximately 2,000° will be required with the future
development of this property. A 2° water line is located in Hayden St. and 29 3 Rd. An 8" water
main is located at the south side of Hwy 50. The service boundary for Ute Water will need to be
amended to allow this property to obtain service from the Ute Water Company.

However this CUP will not require water service. Water for dust control will be hauled to the site.
Ute Water will not provide water for temporary irrigation. Therefore, the landscape plan provided for
hauling irrigation water.

Sewer

The provider for sewer service in this area is the Orchard Mesa Sanitation District. It is not presently
anticipated that an off-site sewer main extension will be required with the future development of this
property. An 8" sewer line is located in the middle of the west lane of 29 % Rd. According to the
Orchard Mesa Sanitation District, the 8° main in 29 %2 Rd. has adequate capacity.

This CUP will not require sanitary sewer service.

Storm Drainage

This property is located in the Orchard Mesa Drainage Basin. The watershed in this region slopes
from the south to the north, ultimately draining to the Colorado River. The lowest elevations on this
site occur along the northern boundary of the property adjacent to the Orchard Mesa Canal #2.

This site currently accepts off-site drainage from the southemn property and 29 % rd. to the west.
These off-site areas are undeveloped vacant ground in composition. A roadside swale presently
drains a portion of the site to the north dissipating alongside the drainage canal at the northern
boundary. Drainage is generally from the south to the north. Similar existing topegraphy directs and
conveys all offsite runoff from the south east to the east and north east towards the canal.

The original drainage report proposed on-site retention of the storm water runoff. Subseguent

borings and percolation tests performed by Huddleston-Berry Geotechnical Engineers have

discovered prohibitive limitations in the soil below the proposed retention basin location(s). The

Revised Drainage Report (Rev 1) will utilized a single Detention Basin to capture the 10-yr and
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100-yr storm events from the mined areas and to provide a Water Quality function. No changes in
drainage patterns or increase in runoff rates is proposed for undisturbed areas.

This CUP will not require any offsite storm drainage improvements.

This CUP will not impact any offsite or downstream storm drain.

Natural Gas

The provider for gas service in this area is Xcel Energy. A 3° Mil wrapped gas main is located at the
intersection of 29 % Rd. & HWY 50 approximately 5 north of the southemn rnight-of-way line of HWY
50. This main has approximately 60 psi pressure. A 2° mil wrapped line is located in 29 %4 Rd.
approximately 15" west of the right-of-way line. This line extends approximately 487" south past the
intersection of Hayden Dr. and 29 % Rd. It is anticipated that this main will have the capacity to
service future development.

This CUP will not require natural gas service.

Telephone
The provider for telephone service in this area is U.S. West. It is estimated that there is adequate
capacity to service future development.

This CUP will not require telephone service.

Cable Television
The provider for cable service in this area is Bresnan. It is estimated that there is adequate capacity
to service future development.

This CUP will not require cable TV service.

Irrigation

The provider for irmigation service in this general area is the Orchard Mesa Irmigation District (OMID).
However, this site is not within their district boundary. This property has never been irrigated and
does not have an imgation source. Irngation is NOT available from the Orchard Mesa Irnigation
District Canal #2 that crosses the property. This site may not be annexed into the OMID.

This CUP will not require permanent irrigation service. Water for dust control will be hauled to the
site. Ute Water will not provide water for irrigation. Therefore, the landscape plan provides for
hauling of irrigation water.

. Effects on Public Services

Fire Protection
The provider for Fire Protection service in this area is the Grand Junction Rural Fire District.

This CUP will have a minimal impact on Fire Protection resources as no structures or permanent
storage is proposed with this CUP.
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Police Protection
The provider for Police Protection service in this area is the City of Grand Junction Police
Department & the Mesa County Sheriff's Department.

This CUP will have a minimal impact on Police Protection resources. No structures or permanent

School District
The provider for public education in this area is Mesa County School District 51.

This CUP will not have an impact on the existing facilities in terms of capacity.

Parks/Trails
Presently no neighborhood parks or trails exist in this area of Orchard Mesa.

This CUP doas not propose any parks or trails.

F. Site Soils

According to the Matural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), the soils across the site consist of
two predominant families. The first being the “Badlands-Deaver-Chipeta Complex”, 25 to 99 percent
slopes. The Badlands-Deaver-Chipeta Complex family consists of moderately steep to very steep
barren land dissected by many intermittent drainage channels. The areas are ordinarily not stony.
Runoff is very rapid and erosion is active. They are composed of well drained soils formed in Residium
from the shale on uplands. Typically, the surface layer is very cobbly Silty Clay loam about 3 inches
thick. The underlying layer is clay to a depth of 27 inches and is underlain by shale at a depth of 30
inches or more. Hydrologic Soils Group “C-D™.

The second being the “Persaye Silty Clay Loam”, 5 to 12 percent slopes (Cc). The Persayo Silty Clay
Loam family consists of shallow, well drained soils formed in Residium from the shale on ridge crests,
side slopes, and toe slopes. Typically, the surface layer is Silty Clay loam about 2 inches thick. The
underlying layer is clay to a depth of 13 inches thick. Weathered Shale is at a depth of 15 inches.
Hydrologic Soils Group “D™.

G. Site Geology

The property i1s a large knoll with significant topographic relief, with elevations ranging more than 100
feet. Due to grades and the Orchard Mesa Canal #2 that borders the property on the north, the only
access that can be provided to the property is from the existing 29 % Road to the west.

The subject site has significant topography, with elevations peaking at 4936, descending to 4832 A
natural plateau exists on site and dominates much of the property. The entire site slopes to the north to
the Orchard Mesa Canal #2 located along the northern boundary.

A Geotechnical & Geological Hazard Investigation for proposed gravel resource extraction was
conducted by Huddleston - Berry Engineering and Testing and their report is incorporated in this
submittal.

“No geologic hazards were identified which would preclude resource extraction at this site.”
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H. Hours of Operation

Proposed Operations are from 6 am to 6 pm Monday through Friday. No operations will occur on
national holidays or weekends.

l. Number of Employees

Mo resident onsite employees are planned. Truck drivers and equipment operators will total
approximately 20. Employee parking and overnight truck storage and maintenance is accommodated
offsite.

J. Signs

Public Safety signs are proposed aleng the fence. An identification sign package is not proposed at
this time. If a sign is proposed at this site in the future it will comply with the Mesa County Sign
Regulations and approval processes.

K. Review Criteria

The City of Grand Junction Land Use Code (LUC), Chapter 2.13 Conditional Use Permits (CUPs)
outlines five Approval Criteria:

1. Site Plan Review Standards.
This CUP complies with the adopted standards within Section 2.2.D 4 and the standards within
the S5ID, TEDS and SWMM Manuals.

2. District Standards
This CUP Complies with all underlying zoning district standards of Chapter 3 of the LUC.

3. Specific Standards
The LUC Chapter 4 K.2.d Mineral Extraction... outlines Specific Standards for Gravel Mining
operations

1. Description: The 16.0 acre parcel is planned to be mined for construction maternials. No
onsite crushing, processing or storage of materials is proposed. No accessory structures
are proposed. Mo topsoil or overburden will be stockpiled on site.

2. Extraction Plan: The Site Plan incorporates the information required including
delimitation of the 7.5 acres to be mined. No excavation is proposed within 30 feet of a
property line or canal. Mo excavation is proposed within 125 feet of any structure. No
structures or processing equipment is proposed.

Work hours are 6 am to 6 pm Monday through Frnday. No operations are scheduled on
national holidays or weekends. Excavators and front end loaders will be used to top-load
the dump trucks. A water truck will be used to haul water for dust control and landscape
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irrigation. Total extraction will be approximately 500,000 tons. Application of surfactants
as needed will provide additional dust control

The topsail stockpile has been removed from the proposal. Onsite topsoil will be used to
supplement the landscaping areas. Topsoil will be brought onsite as needed when
extraction activities cease and the site reclaimed.

. Reclamation Plan: A copy of the detailed Reclamation Plan submitted to the State is
incorporated with this CUP application under separate cover.

. Topography: Existing and proposed contours are shown on the Site Plan.

. Vegetation: The site has only scattered desert vegetation. The Colorado Division of
Wildlife characterized the site as: As with all gravel mining operations reclamation is a
very important step for final project conclusion. The subject parcel contains several
vegetation species important to wildlife. They are: Wyoming sage brush, Artemisia
trndentate wyomingenis; needle & thread, Stipa comate; Indian rice grass, Oryzopsis
hymenoides and four wing saltbush, Artiplex canescens. The site also contains several
non-native, undesirable species; they are cheat grass, Bromus tectorum and Russian
thistle, Salsola kali, and halogeton, Halogeton glomeratus. |If this property is not
immediately developed with urban uses following completion of the gravel extraction
reclamation efforts should include an integrated vegetation management plan that
includes native revegation and rigorous weed management component The
Reclamation Plan leaves much gentler slopes than exist currently and the disturbed
ground will be seeded with a native seed mix after topsoil is redistributed. No irrigation
water is available. All disturbed areas slope towards the onsite retention areas.

. Landscaping/buffering: Landscape plans have been complete by a licensed Landscape
Architect and landscape screening and buffering have been designed fo meet city code.
The goal of the landscape plan is to create a natural landscape buffer around the
proposed gravel pit. Native and xeric plant materials are to be used in the landscape
buffers. The reclamation/ landscape plan has added a native seed mix that has been
reviewed by the DNR. The proposed landscaping is to be imigated by a drip system that
will use water trucked to the site. Each landscape area will have a point of connection for
the water to be delivered to each irmigation zone. The landscape imigation schedule shall
be: two times per week for the first growing season, one time each week for the second
growing season, and as needed for the third growing season.

. Estimated Reclamation Costs: The total reclamation costs of distributing the topsoil
and reseeding with the native seed mix is included in the cost estimate “Exhibit B™.

. Drainage Plan & Report: A Final Drainage Report (Rev 1) that includes calculations for
sizing of the onsite Detention Basin is incorporated within this CUP application. The
SWMM requirement of containing the runoff frem 1.44 inches of rainfall in a 3-hour 100-
year storm has been exceeded. The four foot deep Detention Basins will fill to less than
1.5 feet of depth and release the detained runoff over 48 hours. No runoff from any
disturbed area will leave the site. And there will not be any increase in natural runoff
from any part of the site. There are no floodplains or jurisdictional wetlands on site. The
Detention Basin has been located completely within the excavation/disturbed area.
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9.

10.

Traffic: A Level Il Traffic Impact Study was prepared by Tumkey Consulting and is
incorporated within this CUP application. Its findings and recommendations are included
in other paragraphs of this General Project Report.

Erosion Control Plan: An Erosion Control Plan is incorporated within this CUP
application. All disturbed areas will be graded towards the Detention Basin preventing
any sediment from leaving the site. The Detention Basin is more than double the
required size and has more than two feet of freeboard. Dust control will be managed by
hauled water and chemical surfactants during mining operations.

The LUC Chapter 4.K_3 Standards identifies setbacks, minimum slopes and other requirements
that are all met or exceeded with this proposed CUP. All requirements established by Mesa
County Health Department, State Health Department, Colorade Air Quality Control Commission,
State of Colorado Division of Reclamation, Mining and Safety, and Colorado Department of
Transportation are met by this CUP application.

Availability of Complementary Uses

The primary resource complementary to this CUP is the availability of a major transportation
corrider within a few hundred feet. SH-50 (a truck route) and 29 Read (a major arterial) provide
a safe and appropriate haul route for the transport of aggregate materials to the 29 Road
overpass at the Union Pacific Railroad.

5. Compatibility with Adjoining Uses

-

Protection of Privacy: Proposed grades are sloped into the disturbed area concealing
maost of the extraction operations from the back yards of the neighbors to the north and
east. The land to the south is vacant. The back yards of the three residences to the
west face away from the site. An adjacent property exhibit with typical cross sections
and sight lines is incorporated with is application to demonstrate how the natural
topography of the site and the significant vertical drop below the canal screen and limit
the visibility of mining operation by the closest neighbors.

Protection of Use & Enjoyment: With the hours of operations limited to weekdays
only, only minor disturbances are expected dunng the workday. Mo operations are
allowed evenings, nights, weekends or holidays. No processing or crushing operations
are proposed onsite. The extraction operations will be primarily during the construction
of the 29 Road Overpass in 2010. The haul route will utilize 29 % Road to SH-50. This
road extends to the south and was used by truck traffic to the landfill for many years. It
continues to be used for trucking operations by the DuCray construction facilities on 29
% Road and others.

Compatible Design: Mo structures or accessory structures are proposed by this CUP
application. Only minimal equipment will remain onsite overnight. The site entrance
will be paved to the edge of the right of way and an anti-tracking pad will be constructed
at the entrance to minimize materials being carried onto 29 % Road. Mo outdoor lighting
is proposed. No noxious odors or emissions emanate from this type of extraction
operation. With the proposed slopes graded inward, neighbors will not be subjected to
the noise levels normally found on a construction site.
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Development Schedule & Phasing

The extraction of aggregate maternials is pnmarily intended for the use in constructing the 29 Road
Overpass at the Union Pacific Railroad during 2010. Only minor extraction of materials may occur
during the remainder of the 5 year permit. Reclamation per the State Reclamation Permit will be
completed prior to the expiration of the CUP. No phasing is proposed.

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
PERMITTING ||
LANDSCAPING -
EXTRACTION H I I | S S .
RECLAMATION [

Limitations/Restrictions

This report is a site-specific investigation and is applicable only for the client for whom our work was
performed. Use of this report under other circumstances is not an appropriate application of this
document. This report is a product of Viortex Engineering and Architecture Incorporated and is to be
taken in its entirety. Excerpts from this report may be taken out of context and may not convey the true
intent of the report. It is the owner's and owner's agent’s responsibility to read this report and become
familiar with recommendations and findings contained herein. Should any discrepancies be found, they
must be reported to the preparing engineer within 5 days.

The recommendations and findings outlined in this report are based on: 1) The site visit and discussion
with the owner, 2) the site conditions disclosed at the specific time of the site investigation of reference,
3) various conversations with planners and utility companies, and 4) a general review of the zoning,
growth plan, and fransportation manuals. Vortex Engineenng and Architecture, Inc. assumes no liability
for the accuracy or completeness of information furnished by the client or municipality/agency
personnel. Site conditions are subject to external environmental effects and may change over time. Use
of this report under different site conditions is inappropriate. If it becomes apparent that current site
conditions vary from those reported, the design engineer should be contacted to develop any required
report medifications. Vortex Engineenng and Architecture, Inc. is not responsible and accepts no
liability for any variation of assumed information.

Wortex Engineering and Architecture, Inc. represents this report has been prepared within the limits
prescribed by the owner and in accordance with the current accepted practice of the civil engineering
profession in the area. No warranty or representation either expressed or implied is included or
intended in this report or in any of our contracts.

References

The following manuals and computer web sites were used for this General Project report:

Storm water Management Manual, City of Grand Junction and Mesa County

Zoning Ordinance Manual, City of Grand Junction

T.E.D.S. Manual, City of Grand Junction

City of Grand Junction GIS Master Website and the Mesa County GIS Website.
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Growth Plan Manual, City of Grand Junction.

Orchard Mesa Growth Plan Manual, City of Grand Junction

5-2-1 Drainage Authority

NRCS Website

State Department of Reclamation Website

Colorado Dept. of Public Health and Environment (stormwater) Website
Colorado Dept. of Public Health and Environment (Apen) Website
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Eobert E. Edmigton, Director Solid Waste Masagement
(970) 242-7436 - Phone P.O. Box 20,000
(9:’0)_242-74&7 =Fax " Grand Timction, CO 81502

bodmistofoo mesa co.us = E-Mail

May 26, 2005

P.O. Box 20,000
Grand Junction, CO' 81502

Diear Mr. Simms:

Per our discussion it is my understanding that United Comparics, Inc. is entertaining the idea of accessing
mmﬁmm@nmdmxmmammhmw-uu-w!
Wm#:wbmmmmm Through this better T will summarize nry thoughts within a

=+ The access road proposed off of 31 Road i the main entrance to the Organic Materials Composting
Facility. Aﬁfmmd&hﬁﬁunﬂummwddwhﬂ st be

wmmmmumﬂmmmwmmw
4'E¢Pmmagmﬁwmﬁnﬁiﬁﬁeﬂmium"m" desses i T sermit
is tlemporary and will expire on 12/01/2007. mm“m&mmcwmﬁm
-uhﬁjub-mﬁmﬁmdmshﬁmu-lmﬁmﬁhm‘smm
mciitiies i bused on coudiifons existing prior 1o ‘- faining & Facend to de |
i ight f s s Y iy obfaining & ga progeny snd ol
—+ The idea is imconsistence with BoCC Resolotion Number MCM96-24 oullining the County’s process
of grunfing casements in that it is contrary 10 the Boards designation of fhe area as “open space,” and it
could/wonld negatively infloence access 0, and comtrol of, County facilities.

= The natural sadior most efficient route of access to the property is 29 % Road.

Thank you for inviting me to comment upon Usited Compenics” idea. Should you have farther questions andlor
concers, don't hesifate o call. Tou

oc.  Peter Baics, Mosa County Public Works Direcior

“Thee Conservalion
Wasie + mn‘"h.w
Resousce - Mansgement = Waste

Letter regarding access through the County Landfill property.
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Appﬁcam‘ Mame: Fisher GonwuchomBnan F:shsr {Aulhcnzed Agent = Ru&md Jmee II} Vortex Eng.
Applicant Addrass: Cily/State/Z1P:

Represantative Name: Vortex Engineering, Inc.

Reprezentalive Address: 255 Vista Valley Drive  Gity/State/7IP: Frulta, Colorado 81521

E-mail address: fjones@vorisxeng.us | Phone: 858-a888 | cen: ze0-a082
Project Name: United Companies Gravel PitMining Operation
Project Address: 104 29% Road CityrState/ZIP: Grand Junction, CO 81805

Tax Schedule Number{s): 2943-324-10-001
Project Type: T Residental ] Commercial L) Oher -, |

Land Use Action: Dm"@mm%mmrﬁa&tﬂm 0 Buliding Permit
O Property Subdivision [ Simple Land Division 0 Other

By Signng Below. The Applicant Accepts Respoasiliflity For:
Jmnﬁrgﬂemlnmﬂamﬁhhmvalufﬁbﬂﬂﬂmpluﬂemﬂhmdwm

mmm

« Materials for review, approval, and eventual installation of access comply represent the conditions for
approval. Fallure to accurately represent information on application materials, including maps, may nullify
the approval of this NOL Any other officlal documents that granted approval in refiance upon the
nullified NOI may also be rescinded and deamed invalid,

« The right to appeal this approval through the appeals process defined in the Road Access Policy Is
walved

. Simer-an'krnsmathefd‘lehasﬁ.lu authority as Power of Attorney for this application (notarized form
attached) and may bind the Applicant to the conditions of this application. (Sign with: onwn name. as

mr-hjtyZimﬂtz} %’ ~

Signature of Applicant / Individual as Authortzed Agent for (aplicant’s name], Applicant

The NOI application I rejected due to objections from the Mesa County Landfill Director to routing
gravei pit traffic through the property.

Until such time as permission is received from the Landfill Director that permits usa of the Landfil
properly as a haul route for this gravel pit, an NOI cannot be issued for the proposed access point.

A letter from Robert Edmiston, Mesa County Landfill Director, outiine objections to the proposal is
attached to this form.

HO! accepted [_]: | wOI rejected [J: | DE accepted [J: issusd [

Denial of access through County Landfill property.




640 White Avenue
Grand Tunction, CO 81501

Huddleston-Berry Phone: 970-255-8005

)l Engineecing & Testiog, LLC Fax: 970-255-6818
HuddlestomBerry&rbresnamne
www HRET-G1.com
March 22, 2010
Project# 00693-0006
CMC Weaver
cfo Vortex Engineering & Architecture, Ine.
1168 East Via Le Paz Drive
Fruita, Colorado 81521
Attention: Mr, Les Crawford RECEIVED
Subject: 2934 Road Pavement Evaluation APR 2 3 7010
Weaver Gravel Pit
Grand Junction, Colorado COBMUNITY DEVELOPRENT

Dear Mr. Crawford,

This letter presents the results of a geotechnical investigation conducted by Huddleston-Berry
Engineering & Testing, LLC (HBET} as part of the development process for the Weaver Gravel
Pit in Grand Junction, Colorado. The site location is shown on Figure 1. Part of the
development of the site is anticipated to include removal of gravel resources at the site. The
scope of our investigation included evaluating the pavement and subgrade along 29% Road with
regard to their ability to carry the truck traffic generated during the gravel resource extraction.

Subsurface Investigation

The subsurface investigation included four borings along 29% Road as shown on Figure 2 — Site
Plan. The borings were drilled to a depth of 6.5 feet below the existing grade. Typed boring
logs are included in Appendix A.

As indicated in the attached logs, the subsurface conditions along 29% Road were slightly
varighle. Boring B-1, conducted near the proposed gravel pit, encountered 9-inches of asphalt
pavement above gravel base course to a depth of 1.75 feet. Below the base course, brown, moist, -
medium stiff fat clay with sand and shale fill extended to a depth of 5.0 feet. The fill was
underlain by brown, moist, medium stiff fat clay with sand to the bottom of the boring.
Groundwater was not encountered in B-1 at the time of the investigation.

Borings B-2 through B-4 encountered 8 to 9-inches of asphalt pavement above gravel base
course to depths of between 1.75 and 2.25 feet. The base course was underlain by brown to gray,
moist, medium stff to stff fat clay with sand to the bottoms of the borings. Groundwaler was
not encountered in B-2 through B-4 at the time of the investigation.

Geotechnical analysis of 29 % Road
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Laboratory Testing

Laboratory testing was conducted on samples of the native soils collected in the borings. The
testing included grain-size analysis, Atterberg limits delermination, natural moisture content
determination, ~and ~maximum- dry .density/optimum moisture (Proctor) determination. The
labaratory testing results are included in Appendix B.

The laboratory testing results indicate that the native clay soils are highly plastic. Based upon
the plasticity of the materials, HBET anticipates that the native clay soils are slightly to
moderately expansive.

2% Road Pavement Evaluation

As discnssed previonsly, the suborade materials at the site were determined to consist of fat
clays, Therefore, for pavement support, the naiive ciiys will be considered to have a Resilient
Modulus of 3,000 psi. This corresponds to an R-value less than 5 or CBR of 2.0 or less.

Based upon the results of the subsurface investigation, the thinnest pavement section along 29%
Road includes 8-inches of asphalt pavement above 13-inches of base course. This corresponds
to & pavement Structural Number of 5.3. As shown on the pavement design nomograph included
in Appendix C, for a Structural Number of 5.3 and subgrade Resilient Modulus of 3,000 psi, the
existing pavement section along 29 % Road is adequate for an ESAL value of approximately
2,000,000,

With regard to the additional traffic loading associated with the gravel resource extraction,
HBET wundersisnds fhat up to 100 loaded tmcks per day may leave the site. In addition, HBET
understands thei i js estimaied @3 fake 3 to 3 vears to exitact alf of the gravel. However, for
traiiic ionding compuiations, 5 years will be assumed.

As shown on the trafiic ¢ompuiaiions included in Appendix C, 100 trucks per day for 5 years
coavesponds 1o an ESAL vajue of 120,000, This is well below (e capacity of the existing
pavement section. However, to further evaluate the impeet on the exisiing pavements diis &0 ifie
increase in traffic loading, HBET calculated the traffic loading considering a full 30 vears of
increased truck traffic. As shown on the computations, this only corresponds to an ESAL value
of 720,000 — still well below the capacity of the existing pavement section.

Conclusions

HBET understands that 29% Road used to provide access to the Mesa County Landfill. As such,
this roadway endured significant frock draffic for many vears. This iz coigisizi with ifie rodust
pavement section along 2% Road. In addifion, az disenssed previously, the proposed meavel
resource extraction i3 anticipated to increase the irailie joading By 1oz fhan 0% of the overall
capacity of the pavement section. In general, based upon the results of the subsurface

investigation and our analysec, HBET believes (hal ihe exisiing prvements along 299 Road are
more than adequate to support the additional traific leading sssocisted with gravel resource
extraction at the site.

WoAMEE ALL PROSECTENNGHS « (R0 WeavarDIGSS 006 Weaver Gravel PRI0D - Gao/MS05-0008 LR 141080 2
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We are pleased to be of service to your project. Please contact us if you have any questions or
comments regarding the contents of this report.

Respectfully Submitted:
Huddleston-Berry. Enginceving-and Testing, LLC e

Vice President of Engineering

WCARIOE ALL PROJECTEIEEE - CMC WeaverD060E- 0008 Waaver Grave] P00 - Gegt 006850004 LRoS 191 0Ldne



Mesa County review comments on the Schooley-Weaver Gravel Pit
May 26, 2010

The Development Review Team for this review includes Mesa County Planning & Economic
Development (which includes the Planning, Long Range Planning, Development Engineering, Access
Control, and Transportation Planning divisions), Mesa County Public Works Director Pete Bater and the
Mesa County Road Supervisor Enic Bruton.

General comments:

# The operation should be compatible with Mesa County Land Development standards (hours of
operation/ distance from residences, right-of-way, etc.) in Sections 5.2.13.C-J.
A signal on Highway 50 is not warranted with this proposal.
A Notice of Intent (INOT) to Permit an access will be required if County still has partial jurisdiction
on 29 34 Road.

s The gravel pit proposal is only for a 5 year period for the 29 Road project. We expect the pit to be
able to produce more gravel than just for that period.

* The Ducray pit is still active and uses the road through the Solid Waste Facility. This access is
another possibility that needs to be explored.

29 % Road comments:

* 20 3; Road has right-of-way on the west side that has not been annexed into the City. Grand
Junction did not have any provisions for the maintenance of the road by the gravel pit. Every fall,
the City and County have snow removal meetings. If the City approves a gravel pit, the County
will not maintain 29 % Road.

« Use of 20 3 Road is inappropriate due to proximity to residential subdivision. We would not
support taking traffic down frontage road because of proximity to the neighborhood -rather 1t
should go straight up to Highway 50.

30 Road alignment comments:

30 Road — 30" of right-of-way exists. Opfion: the County would allow a driveway for gravel pit
use only on a temporary basis. Significant grade to build road, but not insurmountable. The
County would allow a lesser section (more of driveway standard) of 24° of dust-free surface. It
would have to be time-limited. (3-5 years) to match the time frame of the gravel pit. Maxinmm
grade standards must be met (12%). If it is built just for that user, the applicant may be able to get
a design exception.

o  Would it be annexed to the City? It could be but it is not being required to be built to County
standards.

+ B Road gated roadway caused problems for the County when public needed access to BLM within
the right-of-way. 30 Road needs to be gated on a time limited basis. The County would need a
key. Temporary use of 30 Road 15 not necessarily accurate as the proposal 15 for gravel/fill for the
29 Road improvements project. This may not be the only project that the gravel/fill will be used
for and future access should be on the 30 Road alignment. County Attorney has allowed single
user for right-of-way with resolution, on other occasions they have required the right-of-way be
open to the public when improvements are made.

* TS 50 Access Control Plan has the future intersection at 30 Road, so improvements should be
made foward that future use. Could use 30 Road to access Frontage Road, then use frontage road
to 29 % Road access to US 50.

» Noise issues with steep grade? Probably not more than using 29 3/4 Road.

County Review Comments
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e Wham Tt May Congerm:

1 am writing this letter in support of CMC’s application to mine P Bun at
29 ¥ mad on Orchard Meaa,

Ii 18 my undersianding thar CMC is spplying for o permitt to ming a Lhis site
lo potentialfy supply v lhe 29 mad overpass and vther projects. The Yocation
of this pil would he convenient 1o this projoet and others on Orchard Mesa
and in Clifton.

The need [or fill matsrials on projects sikh as the 29 poad overpass ae podiopr
Lo contirue to 1se ap the permitted resouress in the valley, end the grovt in
the valley hus already eliminated latge portions of available grave]
resources. As the vatley gows forwand molerials for concrete, asphalt and
construction fill will have to come from further away driving costs up.

I helicve that wttizing the cesource under (3T s Property prior to any
development is prudent.

e e
Mink G T VP

Whitewater Barilding Matcrials Corp.

Letter of Support




Letters of Objection



March 29, 2010

Mr. Brian Rusche

City of Grand Junction, Planning Department
250 North 5™ Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re: Property at 104 29 % Road, Grand Junction, CO 81503
Dear Mr. Rusche,
This letter is to air our grievances with the proposed Conditional Use Permit that have been submitted to you for this property.

We understand that the circumstances with this plece of property have changed from when it was originally annexed into the city.
The propesty owners have every right to develop this land, but | would think that it would be developed in the manner of the
surrgunding area. Why should Mr. Weaver and Mr. Schooley be able to profit from this piece of property at the destruction of our
neighborhood? 1t would be another thing if either owner fived next to or close enough to the property, as do the DuCrays, to enjoy
all of the problems that come along with the operation of a gravel pit.  Many of the residents have lived here for many years and
believe in the sense of family that is neighborhood has. This ks an older established neighborhood with many elderly and growing
younger families. On any given day there are children riding bikes or playing a game of catch as well as families walking their pets.
Many of the property owners have gentleman farms with Iivestock. This is an established rural neighborhood. There are many
reasons that the residents choose to live here, and they chose to live here before the so called master zoning plan changed.  Are
the residents of this happy valley expected to change their residence with every changing of the guards and the flavor of the month?

The history of the road being closed by Mesa County to heavy truck traffic was done for very specific safety reasons. From the
obvious those safety reasons still stand today. There are no curb, gutters or sidewalks, very few street lights and most of the lights
that are present are provided by the residents themselves. The road system is narrow and at a considerable grade. A loaded dump
truck would have to use the Jake Brake system and who wants 10 be awakened by that noise repeatedly. Presently there is a schoal
bus stop an the corner of 29 % Road and the south frontage road. Again the only street lights are provided by the property owners.
This intersection is aiready dangerous by design. It has a double stop sign and very little distance to negotiate the turns coming off
the highway. With the development of the Red Ciiff subdivision and its proposal for more construction there is already an increase
in wvehiche traffic.

To aliow this development to go further would bring down the property values of the surrounding homes. Which property owners
would then be able to “profit™ from their investments?

Do goed zoning practices employ changing the exdsting nelghborhood to the new owner and their submitted proposals? By the
same token as this neighborhood is bordered by the highway and we are conditioned to the noise and lack of certain city amenities,
the property they purchased is bordered by existing family homes.  To aliow Mr. Schooley and Mr. Weaver to open this pit for
production, you would be allowing a few to burden the many for personal gains. Where Is the justice in that? Before you make your
recommendations, please ask yourself these few guestions. 1s this something | would be proud of? s this something that | could
live next door to Is this something that | would like to leave for my one time mark on humanity? Is this something that will better a
neighborhood and the lives of the residents?

Respectfully,

Robert and Shelley Smith
135 29 ¥ Road
Grand Junction, 00 81503



April 28, 2010

Planning Commission

Gentlemen:

| am writing to express my opposition to the request for a gravel pit off 23 % Road on Orchard Mesa.

Just the issue of the noise and dust by itself is of great concern to me and should be sufficient to deny
this petition but in addition, the value of my property will decease considerably. My granddaughter
stays with me a great deal of the time and she would no longer be able to stay with me because she has
severe asthma and she would not be able to breathe. If any of you are grandparents would this be
something you would want to give up? It is not fair for anyone to ask another person to give up their
guality of life or the quality of their family's life for the almighty dollar!

The current economic situation we are in has devalued properties in the valley considerably but then to
add this to the top is just not acceptable. | would love to be at the May 11" hearing on this issue but
hawve made plans to be cut of town which cannot be changed.

| moved into this neighborhood in 1987 because of it being rural and because of the open spaces that
surround us. The guiet and sclitude is something that doesn't exist in many places anymore and yet we
hawve been able to enjoy this for a very long time and now you are looking at the possibility of taking it all
away. Please do not! | don't know how to say how adamantly opposed to this operation | am. | have
wiorked very hard to maintain my home and keep the value up but this will certainly make what value is
left given our current economy plummet even more! Rural life as we have come to cherish will no
lenger exist and no lenger will it be safe for our children and grandchildren to play and ride their bikes as
the trucks that will be required to come in and out daily will be phenomenal. We have little to ne police
patrol in this area and have actually prided curselves in that we don't require much but this will certainly
change everything.

| just ask that you ask yourself if you would like to have an operation like this within 300 feet of your
home — the answer | am sure would be no. Just the noise and dust by itself would be enough without
any of the other factors being considered. | am, however, asking you to look at everything and deny this
request for rock mining.

Sincerely,

Barbara J. Herring

118 Whitehead Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81503
970-242-7533



Briaii Rusciie - more information

From: "Jeanne Herring” <jherring@mesastate.adu>
To: "Brian Rusche" <brianr@d.grandjct.co.us>
Date: 5/5/2010 11:10 AM

Subject: more information

Brian: the other point on my opposition on the Schooley-Weaver Partnership proposal for rock mining on
Orchard is that I hope everyone has remembered that 29 3/4 Road is the only major road in and out of our
subdivision -- the impact of heavy trucks running s rued consiantly will cartaiinly rasutt i damaged rosds and
access both in or out of the subdivision will be severely timitad by this oparation. It has onty been & fow vears
since the county started putting down the chip and seal o elrrineis coma of e dyst n the ares and his
operation will make all of that for not!

If T need to revise my letter or submit another one outlining this other point please let me know and I will do so.
Thank you much,
B.J. Herring

118 Whitehead Drive
G.1., CO 81503

file:/MC:ADocuments and Settings\briantiLocal Settings\Temp' X Perpwise dBEL5232CitvHal... 5/5/2010



Dana C. Forbes
217 Brookcliff Drive
King, NC 27021

May 9, 2010

Attention: Brian Rusche

Public Works & Planning Department
Planning Division

250 North 5™ Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re: CUP-2010-008 - Schooley-Weaver Partnership — 104 29% Road
To Whom 1t May Concern:

| would like to express my concern regarding the propoesal to operate a gravel pit at 104 29% Road in
Orchard Mesa. As a land-owner in that neighborhood, | believe this work will significantly increase the
traffic near my house on Craig Street and others in the area.

We have many young children here and this will negatively impact safety here for them. it also increases
the dust which is already a factor especially when the wind blows. My property value, as well as those
around me, will be even more negatively impacted.

Piease do not allow this project to occur here.

Sincerely, ,

L AJ GKJ\/\@,\ Q’ -.,/IZ W//
Dana Forbes
970-986-9384
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Brenda Forbes
217 Brookcliff Drive
King, NC 27021 i
335-983-T881 :
May 9,2010
M, Brian Rusche
Public Works and Planning Department
Planmxgmwsmn
250 North 5* Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Regarding: CUP —2010-008 — Schooley-Weaver partnershig— 104 29 % Road
To Whom It May Concern: ‘

I am wriiing ihis letier to cxpress uppwnnn fo the gravel pit eing propesed (s ihe Gereage on
104 29 % Road. As [ received my firsi notice of this plan caly last wesk, [ lisve Ssenala

disadvantage to have my comments presented sooner. The following are reasons T am against
this proposal: |
Safety issues: Fﬁtthemusipmmm sireets off of 23 ¥ Rd lai closed cirewmt between 2% 72 fd

and Whitehead ]3: wiith the 1mgauun chtun hmg ihe suiiffierr) boundary and ihc only inlct/outlct
bemg ¥ Roed. This makes Tt & saft place for famiiics who do not want their children expased

| to ihrough traffic and also allows the ability to use bikes, ters, walking, running, ete. The

incroescd use of the road would destroy that environment smd the purpose that many people
ourchased in the area. The roed would become unsafe for frian éraffic, children waiting for
the bue, cars on 26 % Rd pulting out of driveways, eic. There is also the safety issue of the pli
Ln:.lu.g o oigsmn ey ...,.gl*rw"ﬂ)d v.rlth childrer. 1am conmrhcd that children and youth would
be drawn 1o it as a play ares, which couid be dangerous and [if threatening.

Polluticn: There weuid be aa objectionubie morease in dust que o the rozd and e pit. The
noise from the pit and the road would alsp be imaceepeable. There is aiready 2 hurden of foul
odor at various times due.tnthew_h:iy uumprmm':pustﬂperm o this would anly gei worse by

the remewval of the plivsical land herrier thaf ihe gravel pit ses to remove,
5, [ e
Traffic wssues : The rcad swidth-ang condition wilt not g ate the merensed rafmie Iow

of the large mimbere of trucks being proposed 1o haul the gravel and equipmend. There would b
too much traffie af ths intersection of 29 % Rd and Hwy 50. This of course would also be another
huge safety issue. Use of 25 %1 B4 wonld ke unpieasani and githicult because of consiani fraific
from large velhicies and dist. There is concern that the constant: ruxrﬂ'r]ings vibretions. and
vehicle weight load would weaken the irrigation ﬂ.'ltd'lwaﬂ::pﬂ e bridee ihal crosses it
Property values and significant reduction in quality of 11fe: This gavei pii would conse 2
reduction in the property values of this neighborhood. This i$ unfair to those who own there

1
|
|

n
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already. Mm.ﬂnqunlhyufﬁfcwouﬁbeumﬂdﬂychm_gcﬁﬁzthewm: ‘ﬁ.'epu'rchuedthc
neighborhood. The gravel pit would destroy-thst and turn a guiet existence into what boils down
10 an industrial type of environment. 5

Other operations in the area: There hes been disoussion that Lhendmrmﬂngbusﬁmsun 9%
Rﬂdoesmﬂprﬂlpmhlﬂn,mﬂﬁupﬂjmdmﬂdhalhﬁed. This is false. First, the current
business limts ts impact on the community, and the traffic camparison detween the two is
ridiculous. The gravel pit inpact would be much higher and present other issues alrcady
addressed in my comments. As a property owner I do not the industrisl traffic to be

| increased. :
Please do not allow-the use of 2% ¥ Road for this endeavor or approve the use of the acreage of
104 29 % for a gravel pit (by any means accessed). Anyth.inqelsemuuldbenb:mya]ofﬂ:e
citizens who live and own in this community. i

Sincerely,

Bandndosboles

Brenda L. Forbes

Co-owner:

2977 Craig 5t

Grand Junction, CO B1503 :
970-986-9384 i




May 10, 2010

To Those Involved,

1 am writing becanse of a personal and neighborhood concern over the Conditional Use Permit for the
operation of a gravel pit on the property located at 104 29 % Road on Orchard Mesa. All persons in our
neighborhood will be dircctly affected by the air quality from dirt and dust and truck traffic on our
roadways will increase immensely. We at this location already deal with odors and some dirt from the
county landfill and refuse areas. NOW, we get this health and environmental non-concern also from our
elected officials.

Please, please do not allow this to happen to our area again! We should not have to be a dumping ground
for all the undesirable programs you propose, the next thing we know, we'll have a “Body Farm™ in our
backyard.

I've lived in this neighborhood for 40 vears and feel fortunate to have the view of the valley and
surrounding area that we do. Please don’t treat us as your undesirable down-trodden poor relative to be
taken advantage of.

':?(,a/ of Laves
Davis
h{fﬁﬁ%‘
A43-£359
/37 WhT head D> .
A4 Gts. Fh503

RECEIVED
MAY 10 291
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Dan and Mary Sullivan
126 Burns Dr.

Grand Junction, Co. 81503
970-256-0928

Re: Schooley-Weaver Partnership
104 29 % Rd.
Grand Junction, Co. 81503

Areas of Concern:

Dust: Endless dust blowing off of the hill (wind seams to blow every
afternoon).
How will you control this dust?
1) Use of water.
2) Where will you get the water?
3) Excess of water use affecting water table.
{already high because of irrigation canal and condition of the canal)

Noise and truck traffic: operation (noise) and traffic at intersection of 29 % road and
highway 50.
How will you control?
1) Hours of operation.
2) Is highway compatible with truck traffic at this imtersection without any
improvements and ridiculous traffic lights such as 29 road .
(just wait until one accident occurs).
3) Safety of occupants on 29 % road and frontage road, children, driveways,
school bus stop, (which is now ai this intersection).
4) How many trucks daily will be involved.

Property value: What about loosing value of our property, not only the fact there is a
“GRAVEL PIT” in your back yard, (now we have a desert hill protecting us
somewhat from wind and land fill smell) it would also be an eye sore.

It 1s now a quiet area of Orchard Mesa with decent views and a little seclusion
that a lot of people already enjoy and some may desire to have in the fubure.

(contimed RECEIVED

MAY 1 J 2010
COMMUNITY
Depy -OPHENT



How will you control?

1) Once the hill and swrrounding area is flattened and destroyed, what is next?
Proposed range land, how would this be accomplished?

2) During the 5 year period of operation, property values would drop drastically,
and in the event we would have to sell during that period or beyond, who
suffers?

3) Or the possibility of a development on this new “MESA”, there again traffic,
access, water issues and privacy.

Overview: This so called “Construction Materials Mine™ would be difficult for many
surrounding property owners to deal with in all aspects.
Yes, property owners do have rights, but we fieel ours will be VIOLATED if
this project approved.

Dan and Mary Sullivan



Brian Rusche - Re: File # CUP-2010-008 Schooley-Weaver

From: "Steve Aoquafresca” <Steve.Acquafresca@mesacounty, us>

To: "Ruby Kane" <rubylkane@bresnan.net>

Date: 5/11/2010 11:13 AM

Subject: Re: File # CUP-2010-008 Schooley-Weaver

CcC: "Laurie Kadrich™ <lauriek@ci.grandjct.co.us>, "Tim Moore” <timm@d.grand...

Page 1 of 1

Ms. Kane:

It is my understanding that this gravel pit application has been filed with and is being processed by the City of

Grand Junction. I am forwarding your comments to the appropriate city personnel.

Steve Acquafresca
Mesa County Commissioner

>>> "Ruby Kane" <rubyjkane@bresnan.net> 05/10/2010 8:47 PM >>>
Re: File Cup -2010-008 Property 104 29 3/4 Road;
Schooley Weaver Use Permits for operation of gravel pit.

I can't believe Mesa County, the Planning Commision, City Council or County
Commissioners would allow or approve this project and allow it to operate 7
days a week, from 6 am to 10 pm with no limit of loads removed from the site.

The county closed 29 3/4 Road to heavy traffic some time ago, so why is the
City Plannine Commission going to allow the road to reopen to heavy traffic
for this operation to take place?

I am concemed about the safety issues for the people living on 29 3/4 Road
and their children, as well as the rest of us in this neighborhood. The
intersection on 20 3/4 & Hiway 50 s not a safe exit as itis. The heavy
traffic, the nolse and the environment are all Issues I am concerned about.
And what is this going to do to the sale of homes in our area? Prices have
already dropped due to the economy, but having a gravel pit in operation for
five years and just around the corner?

Thank You for your consideration.

Ruby J Kane

119 Burns Dr

Grand Junction, CO 81503
970-314-2954

file://C:\Documents and Settingsbriani\Local Settings\Temp\XPorpwise\dBES4680CityH...

5/11/2010



Page 1 of 1

Brian Rusche - Re: proposed gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Rd

From: "Steve Acquafresca” <Steve.Acquafresca@mesacounty.us>

To: <ebsebring@aol.com>

Date: 511/2010 11:06 AM

Subject: Re: proposed gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Rd

ocC: "Laurie Kadrich” <lauriek@cl.grandjct.co.us>, "Tim Moore" <timm@&«c.grand...

Mr. and Mrs. Sebring:

It is my understanding that this gravel pit application has been filed with and is being processed by the City of
Grand Junction. I am forwarding your comments to appropriate city personnel,

Steven Acouafresca
Mesa County Commissioner

»>> <ghsebring@aol.com> 05/10/2010 11:57 AM >>>
We are writing regarding File #CUP 2010-008 concerning the proposed gravel pit.

Please do what you can to either prevent permission for this proposal or to at least limit
the days fo five and the hours so they can only work from 7:AM 1o 6:00PM. Also the
loads that can be hauled per day should be limited. How will the land look when they leave?

We are both in our middle seventies and | (Eleanor) have serious breathing problems.
When the wind blows from the landfill the smell of the mulch keeps me inside. If the
developers have so little regulations it will not be possible lor me to be cutside, as well
as others with the same problems. If you have been out this way you know the wind
blows a lot,

The school bus stops on 29 3/4 road for several grade school children. They dont
watch for traffic when they are playing while waiting for the bus.

Please do what you can to help our neighborhood with this very serious problem

Robert and Eleanor Sebring
2964 A 1/4 Rd

file://C:\Documents and Settings‘\brianf\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwiseMBES46D1CityH...  5/11/2010



May 11, 2010

Re: File # CUP 2010-008

Planning Commission

City Hall

250 5™ St

Grand Junction, Co. 81501

Dear Sirs:

In 2005 when this property was annexed into the City of Grand Junction, we opposed its
development as a subdivision. We leamed that the property in question is part of a Ridgeline
Protection Area (see map included). As part of the Ridgeline Development puidlines on Chapter
Seven, page 14, CM&&MJWMWMMM{WJM,Z&B}:t
seems that this Code would preciude doing anything that would disiurb the exisiing mifge fine.

This part of the Code was in part done as a protection against damage to existing homes that lie
Vista subdivision were damaged or destroyed memmwmmm
the adobe hills above their properties. The Ridpaiine Tevelopment Cods was esiabiisied not
oaly to protect the properties actually built on the adobe hill, but to protect the foundations of
those houses below that were al a lower elevation.

Please take all of this inlo consideration as you make your decision. The three properties that

exist at the north of the camal; 126 Barns Dr., 2995 Bumns Dr. and 2997 Bums Dr. have all been
built with engineered foundations. This is our concern, the continued stability of our

Sty e el

Gruﬂlmmln,{?o.



! ";LZP
s
T |
5 =
i g e
B
< BF
23{ &
““1_ g 4
RIDGELINE

P%OTECTION ARIEA

Approximate
Locatmn of
Rldgelmes

|

R

K SHHAE b




Planning Commission finds that sidewalk construction would result in
excessive grading and/or cut/fill of slopes.

d. Vertical or drive-over, curb and gutter, as determined by the Director,
shall be installed along all public streets.

8. Joint Development Applications. Multiple owners of hillside property,
whether or not such property is contiguous, may file a joint development
application for all such property or the City Council may direct the Director
to file such an application on behalf of the City.

9. For all purposes of this Chapter, such property shall be treated as a single
development parcel,

10. Development permitted on such property, pursuant to this Chapter, may be
clustered on any one or more of the parcels under such joint application
subject to the requirements and limitations of this Chapter, The provisions
of this section shall not allow variance in the use requirements of the
underlying and existing zoning category for the receiving parcel and may not
resuit in a violation of the purposes of these regulations.

H. Ridgeline Development:, ° _
The City recognizes the value of its visual resources and amenities, The purpose of
the ridgeline development standards is to preserve the character of the identified
ridgelines and to minimize soil and slope instability and erosion.
1.  Ridgeline Development Standards.

a. For all lots platted within the mapped ridgeline protection area shown on
Exhibits 7.2.C1, C2 and C3, buildings, fences and walls shall be setback
aminimum of 200 feet from the ridgeline.

b. This setback shall not apply if the applicant produces adequate visual
representation that a proposed new structure will not be visible on the
skyline as viewed from the centerline of the mapped roads or that
mitigation will be provided. Mitigation techniques might include:

(1) Earth-tone colors to blend with the surrounding area;

(2) The use of non-reflective materials;

(3) . Vegetation to screen and soften the visual impact of the structure;
and/or

(4) A reduction of building height or the “stepping” of the buildin 2
height; or -

(3} Other means that minimizes the appearance from the road comidor.

¢. In no case shall the setback be less than thirty (30) feet from the

Ridgeline. This regulation shall not apply to existing structures or lots

platted prior to the effective date of this Code or to fences constructed

primarily of wire,

Chapter Seven ' City of Grand Junction
Fage 14 : Zoning and Developmant Code (Updated June 2003)

T



d. The required setback shall be measured to the building envelope, to be
established at the time of platting.

e. Line of sight shall be measured from the centerline of the road most
paralle] to the nidgeline at the point most perpendicular to the center of
the lot,

f. Ridgeline shall be determined on a site-specific basis and shall be that
point at which the line of sight is tangent with the slope profile.

=

£

Gity of Grand Junction ' e oy
Zoning and Develgpment Code (Updated June 2003) Fage 15
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excessive grading and/or cut/fill of slopes.
d. Vertical or drive-over, curb and gutter, as determined by the Director,
shall be installed along all public streets.

8. Joint Development Applications. Multiple owners of hillside property,
whether or not such property is contiguous, may file a joint development
application for all such property or the City Council may direct the Director
to file such an application on behalf of the City.

9. For all purposes of this Chapter, such property shall be treated as a single
development parcel.

10. Development permitied on such property, pursiant to this Chapter, may be
clustered on any one or more of the parcels under such joint application
subject to the requirements and limitations of this Chapter. The provisions
of this section shall not allow variance in the use requirements of the
underlying and existing zoning category for the receivin g parcel and may not
result in a violation of the purposes of these regulations.

H. Ridgeline Development.,.
The City recognizes the value of its visual resources and amenities. The purpose of
the ridgeline development standards is to preserve the character of the identified
ridgelines and to minimize soil and slope instability and erosion.
1. Ridgeline Development Standards.

a. For all lots platted within the mapped ridgeline protection area shown on
Exhibits 7.2.C1, C2 and C3, buildings, fences and walls shall be setback
a minimum of 200 feet from the ridgeline.

b. This setback shall not apply if the applicant produces adequate visual
representation that a proposed new structure will not be visible on the
skyline as viewed from the centerline of the mapped roads or that
mitigation will be provided. Mitigation techniques might include:

(1) Earth-tone colors to blend with the surrounding area:

(2) The use of non-reflective materials: :

(3) . Vegetation to screen and soften the visual impact of the structure;
and/or :

(4) A reduction of building height or the “stepping” of the biilding
height; or '

(3)  Other means that minimizes the appearance from the road corridor.

c. Inno case shall the setback be less than thirty (30) feet from the
Ridgeline. This regulation shall not apply to existing structures or lots
platted prior to the effective date of this Code or to fences constructed
primarily of wire.
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1e 14 ' e———

Friamlomoom momad Pla =le o 3 M i FlI_F_a_ T m



established at the time of platting.

e. Line of sight shall be measured from the centerline of the road most
parallel to the ridgeline at the point most perpendicular to the center of
the lot. :

f.  Ridgeline shall be determined on a site-specific basis and shall be that
point at which the line of sight is tangent with the slope profile.

y of Grand Junction Chapter Seven
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Brian Rusche - Fwd: Orchard Mesa Gravel Pit

From: Lisa Cox

To: Rusche, Brian

Date: 5/17/2010 11:22 AM
Subject: Fwd: Orchard Mesa Gravel Pit

Brian.......see email thread below. Thanks.

Lisa Cox, AICP

Planning Manager

Public Works & Planning Dept
970.244.1448

=>>> Rich Englehart 5/14/2010 9:12 AM >>>
Tim and Lisa,

Tim as per our conversation, T am passing this to you for the file on this particular issue.
Thanks

Rich

>>> 0n 5/13/2010 at 10:47 AM, "Jim Watson" <j@ssbyjw.com> wrote:

Dear Grand Junction City Counssl.

I'm writing about the gravel pit proposed near 29 3/4 road in Orchard Mesa.

| live between 29 1/2 road and 29 3/4 road, probably within 300 or 400 yards of the proposed gravel pit.
While | personally wouldn't have 150 gravel trucks per day driving past my house I'm sure I'll be hearing
them. | can't imagine the city allowing such a thing in a residential area. Why would any of you think this is
accaptable for a residential area?

I'm concemed about the noise as well as the cloud of dust (dirt) that will be raised during extraction of the
gravel. I'm concemed about having a gravel pit in or even near a residential area. I'm concemed about
where the trucks that will be making the 150 trips per day will spend the night and weekends. I'm
concerned about the exhaust and nolse of the heavy equipment used o extract the gravel. I'm concemed
about water that will find it's way downhill (underground) from the gravel pit to my residence. Wil there be
maintenance areas in or near the pit for the trucks and heavy equipment needed 1o extract the gravel?
What will the gravel pit be in 5 years when the mining is complete? A hole in the ground or a lake?

With all these eoncemns I've tried to look at the other side of the coin and find some benefits for our
residential area or for me personally. | haven't come up with any other than possibly lower property taxes
because of lowered property values. Hardly a benefit to me or the city.

You know it isn't just the 150 trucks per day or the pit, this is my neighborhood. If the city wants to allow
people to strip mine gravel why in the world would the city allow this area to be zoned residential? | just
don't get it.

| was reading on the city webslte what Is titled "City of Grand Junction Misslon and Core Values." It is my
belief that allowing the proposed gravel pit in our residential area does not fit with the core values of the
city. A gravel pit mining operation is not my idea of a good neighbor,

| urge each one of you, as my representative, to parmanently reject this type of enterprise in or near

file://C:\Documents and Settingstbrianr\Local Settings\Temp\XPerpwise\dBF126D8CityH... 5/17/2010
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residential areas of the city and specifically the proposed gravel pit in Orchard Mesa.
Regards,
James Watson

2054 Circling Hawk SL
Grand Junction, CO 81503
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May 10%, 2010

Schooley-Weaver Partnership 070-263-8032
2470 Patterson Road, Suite 6, Office 7
Grand Junction, CO 81507

and

Grand Junction Public Works & Planning Department 970-244-1430
250 North 5% Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

To Whom It May Concern:

Regarding the Construction Materials Limited Impact (110} Reclamation Permit... for the Extraction of Construction
Materials at 104 29-3/4 Road: CUP-2010-008 Conditional Use Permit to establish a Gravel Pit on 16 acres in a Residential
Rural district

1 am opposed to this activity going on behind my house for every conceivable reason, and I fail to see how this can be termed
“Limited Impact” in the midst of a residential neighborhood. T have a few questions:

1)

7

3

4}

Tt sounds as though the hill behind my house is to be leveled and tmge holes are to be dug in the “gravel pit™ area; s the
motivation for this activity to sell dint? Is there a real need for another “gravel pit” in Grand Junction? How many are in this
area already? (1 kmow there’s a well-cstablished one a couple of miles wp the road in Whitcwater.)

Or is the real motivation for this activity to level the hills in the residential area so that once leveled, the developer can come
in and inundate us with the “3-homes-to-an-acre™ proposition again? 1 know the Public Notice says “the proposed fulure use
of the land is Range Land™, bt if it's relatively easy to convince the City or County to allow this application for a grave] pit to
pass in a residential neiphborhood, | have no hesitation in believing it will be relatively eacy to change a “Ranpge Land™
classification to single-Fumily or sulti-family residential classification in the near fotre.

If this proposed activity takes effect June 1%, 2010 and isn’t completed until December of 2015, that's 5-1/2 years of major
impact you can cxpect with a “gravel pit” in a residential arca Gmmalhr mvdpﬂsmthmdhmﬂnﬂhlm Why
has this particular location been chosen? Who polices the timeframe on this application to be sure the “gravel pit” is shat
down on December 31, 20157

1 oppose this application for many reasons. Whesher o noi they are “soncerns™ or “issues not bllﬂ:cnt i fis Jifice s

jurisdiction (Division warﬁf.:'ﬂ.'ﬂﬁu o tlic O LJl'IrUI ul'ﬂ.m:l Junﬂ:'lmll, muwm. HGEEs K aidemes o (DL IOWIIEY

a) Moise: backs, <2 nlu;)mu and Heavy Constucion douipment, molorieg {,Illl'l'l')lrl"i rnmr-u.r-u - there’s amk Imﬂl.ll'l’l.
of noise already from Highway 50 only a block away. .l-ﬁmgtue resrdents to endure Even more noise Mo e qNer sige
would be unbearable; most of us moved here ko get away from the noise of the city. And what would be the hours of

jon? Right now, wi fuve respet for our ncizhbors and do nof Siart wg any power couipment oF Fawn mowers uniil
afier £:00 or 9:00 am.

by Dustand Dirt:  Most of my neighbors (Bums Drive} ane retired or semi-retined and have various health problems; adding
1o the problems of pariculate matter in the air, would pose a definite health concern. In addition, the wind in this area is
greater than in sasmy other parts of Grand Junetion. Thers would be no way to abate the dust and dirt with an activity that
aciually increases fhe healih danger and diecreases (he @i qdity.  Onoe again, this is in 2 residential area, nok in an out-
of the-way remote area.

c} thﬂm take phu: aﬂm‘lpﬂmﬂ of ime? Isih the City of umnu JI.II'.I\.lIl‘m cons -:..-;,nu» arnc:a.:m_ mn.ana. fecause
TUITE I:J.'p WE NS i n-'ll:'\t L ..ru:u;,. 1|tu nv: A II} i.rl ul’ I.I.'ILI J-I.Il LII1.1-II ln'll.'.‘rl IL L I1} |'.IJ uranu _1IJ.I'rLII1I-!I i ||r|l.-L.-t'| "'““‘
mpmtodnw: SO TEVCIDE from this

d} Ehe effeci on pur propery vaius UV mmy W :um i devisiniing: e fiousing marked s i i fenuous uu=mm1 as .. de md
b meowners in s nefaibornood wio fic Soped to feil their homes would e fBeing an even fougficr marker uniess ey
took substomtial Josses on their properties. Who, with chilidren or retired, would want  gravel pit next door with all the

noise, dust, and trecks mangling the reads and the irrigation calverts? Where would the childres on Whitehead Street
ndel:urhlu Hﬁgbumysodylhiﬂw If they have to waich for 3 continuoes flow of tracks and heavy
1l11l IIIL L [ll'l e L1 |.||- "'\- creafesa T Uﬂ“‘"{.-r (5] lu’h.- thhl-l'ﬂﬂ III 1"(. Il':“ 1'.!.‘0'1"."‘013

Fam sirongly opposed io fis sppiication and urge amyons invaived fo siop fhis aelivity bedore £ ipo fs fo quash. Thenk you for
weighing letter. .

some of the points in
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135 Barns Drive (P.0. Box 253)
Grand Fumction, CO 81502
970-255-6873 or 970-901-0720 (cell)
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May 13,-2010

Colorado Division of Reclamation Mining & Safety

Wr. Travis Marshall RECE IUEG

101 Sowuth 3rd, Suite 301 MAY 2 1200
Grand Junction, CO §1501
COMMUMTY DiveLopugy
Re: File No. M-2010-030 DE”
Schooley-Weaver Partnership
Proposed Gravel Pit
104 29 % Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

Dear Mr. Marshall

We are writing to you in protest of the eperation of this proposed pit. With the proximity of the Mesa
County Landfill and Compost Facility we as residence of the neighborhood have concerns about the
potential groundwater issues and the vague reclamation plans. In past years the operating county
landfill was adjacent to this property and has since then be reclaimed. If the natural filtration systemn of
the gravel is removed we are concerned for the potential of contaminated groundwater seepage into
the Orchard Mesa Canal Systern and the return waste water ditches that are currently open trenched.
While the irrigation season is beginning now in the later part of the year the groundwater is sianificantly
higher in the area. The alkall patches in the ares are larger than they were a few years ago, and yes
while there are other environmental contributors, they are the tell tale signs that the groundwater is
rising to the surface. With this being a rural residential neighberhood, there are many backyard
gardens and orchards with the residences using water from the canal,

There are conflicting protective measures in the application for a Conditional Use Parmit Tk now
being considered by the City of Grand Junction.  In the background section of the City Plancers repart it
states that final elevations will be reduced by 75° to 90 lower, therefure there Wi NGl e ny earth
berms in place. While also stating the mast of the residences sit below the starting elevations. We
Interrupt that as saying the hill that buffers the residenceas from the potential contaminated
groundwater will be removed; thus placing the current county compast facility doser to the dwellings
and the irrigation canal. We believe that the opening of the pit is being pushed through quickly on the
premise that the material that is to be excavated will be used on the 29 Road Overpass and with some of
the environmental protections that are normally imposed will be waved because of the location of this
property and the fact of the low population ratio.  This premise was mentioned several imes in the
Vortex Engineering report presented with CUP application. The current reclamation plans are vague as
to the site cleanup and potential fiooding and further comtamination of the groundwater. As the
proposal states there will be minimal equipment left on site, however the magnitude of heavy truck
traffic lends to potential surface water runoff pollution. We feel that our nelghborhood will be just
collateral damage for the profit of the owners of this pit.



Weaﬂthtwu please take the time and investigate this proposal while considering what the
environmental ramifications and any ill effects that it may have on our little community, not to mention
our personal well being and those of our famiiies.

We the undersigned befieve this letter to represant the majority opinion of this neighborhood.

Respectfully,
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We ask that you please take the time and investigate this proposal while considering what the
apviranmental ramifications and any il effects that it may have on our fittle commumnity, not to mention
our personal well being and those of our families.

We the undersigned believe this letter to represent the malority opinion of this neighborhood.
Respectfully,
Robert & Shelley Smith

135 29 % Road
Grand Junction, CO 81503
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We ask that you please take the time and investigate this proposal while considering what the
environmental ramifications and any Tl effects that it may have on our little community, not to mention
our personal wefl being and those of our families.

We the undersigned believe this fetter to represent the majority opinion of this neighborhood.

Respectfully,
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To: City of Grand Junction-Planning Commission

Department of Public Works and Planning
250 Norih 5* Street

Grand Junction CO 81501
Attention: Brian Rusche — Senjor Planner

Subject: Conditional Use Permit No. CUP-2010-008

From: Red Tail Ridge Home Owners Association
637 North Avenue
Grand Junction CO 81501
(970) 242-8450

Date: May 22, 2010

Sir,

It has come to the attention of the Board of Directors of the Red Tail Ridge Homeowners
Association that the City of Grand Junction-Planning Committee is considering the issuance of a
conditional land use permit (No. CUP-2010-008) for the establishment of a commercial gravel
pit at the south end of 29% Road (refer to Background section for additional information),

Although, the Red Tail Ridge (RTR) sulidivision’s proximiiy io the sife 6f ihis proposed
business does not meet the current criteria specifizd in e Cliy of Grand Junction’s Zoning and
Development Code (Section 21.02.080 e-1), it would, nevertheless, be greatly impacted by its
commercial activities.

Currently, the RTR has only two egress and ingress points (29% Road and US-50
Frontage Road). Consequently, any increased traffic along 29% Road (as proposed by the
condiiional use permiii wouid direcily affect the risidenis of R

Thesefors, the RTR Tms i mexus in this m-mrmd, subseguently, the Board of Directors
of RTE (the Board) requi he ri&nm'ng Commiiies deny th the jesnance of a permit based upon
iq‘ag,—d sa:ew. environmenial and mmm}f CONCerns [mmr ip the lmues section for additional
mdformation) unless cerluin FMmedies dre preed (0 and implemenied prior to the operation of the
proposed commercial activity (refer fo the Eemedies seetion for additionaf information).

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON PROPOSED CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

On Jammry 6, Iﬂ'li}, the Sciivoley-Weaver r.mm:rsnip appliea ig the 'Eiur of Grand
Jl-mlim r T;'IE issUAnce ﬂ‘l = w]'.bu.tuuna.l s j.lﬂlTl“[ in :I..IH'I-W ine Bﬂmﬂ]l'{.ﬂmﬂﬂL u.'Hl.'I [I]'Hi!'d.l.lﬂ If

a commercial/business activity located at the south end of 29% Road.

Specifically, the permit would allow B acres of the existing 16 acres to be converted into
a gravel extraction site to be in operation for 5 years with a possible extension of an additional 2
years.

Additionally, it was estimated up to 150 truck loads of gravel, per day during normal
business hours, would be transported from the site along 29% Road to US-50 (total number of
round trips would include an additional 150 “empty trips™ to the quarry site).

For additional information refer to City of Grand Junction CUP-2010-008.
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ISSUES IN RE TO ISSUANCE OF THE CO AL USE PERMIT

The following is a list of concerns (in no particular order of precedence) in regard to the
issuance of CUP-2010-008.

1) LEGAL:

- 294 Road (in the effected area) is designated a residential road. It does not meet
current truck route standards (signage, width, roadway composition, etc.). Subsequently,
to issue the requested use permit would be in conflict with current law(s).

- The intersection of northbound 29% Road and 1J3-50 (between the Frontage Road and
the eastbound lanes of US-50) does not meet current Federal Highway standards (and/or
truck route standards) for heavy truock use. Subsequently, to issue the requested use
permit would be in conflict with current lawi(s).

(Mote: that intersection, maintzined by CDOT, is curently permitied pursaant to & wavier or “grandfather

clause™ granted by the USDOT many years ago, any change in the wsage or designation of 29% Road
would void the wavier and require it to adhere tn corrents highway standards.)

- The 29% Road bridge/over-crossing of the Orchard Mesa Irrigation District (Canal No.
2) does not meet current truck route standards (roadway markings, signage, guard rails,
gtc,). Subsequently, to issue the requested use permit would be in conflict with current
law(s).

2)  SAFETY:

Roadway Design: 29% Road (in the area of concern) is a north-south, narrow, two-way,
asphalt composite roadway. Furthermore, the roadway traverses a densely populated
residential area and has no shoulders, cwrbs, guiters, sidewalks, sireet lights or roadway
markings. Additionally, the roadway includes a bridge/over-crossing of an irrigation
canal that currently does not meet truck route standards (i. e. - roadway markings,
signage, guard rails, etc.).

(Mote: two full size tracks, with or withoul trailers, traveling in opposite directions could not safely pass
each other and that is not inchuding any oversized vehicles.)

Traffic Accidents: With the increased traffic volume, the occurrence of traffic accidents
ig a statistical certainty. The only variable will be as to the severity of the accident(s) and
the resulting damage. ﬁnaddrhmulmbhmﬂbeaatnﬂmmulmufdnldrm
and/or pets.

{Mote: this will require response by public ssfety snd emerpency personnel at an unknown cost to all
bxpayers.)

i izsabled Vehicle(s): With the increased traffic vohmme, the ocourrence
ﬁnmmwmmmdm is a statistical certainty. Any
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vehicle blocking the roadway will create a traffic mcident and inconvenience to residents
and other motorists (refer to the Miscellaneous Section for additional information).

{Mote: this will require response by public safety personnel at an unknown cost to all taxpeyers.)

volume, mspmsetme{mmniﬁnm)ﬂmabwcdmnbedmtnnyhnﬁf&cwd,especm}ly
mmmmmmmﬁs}mwmmmgasmw
above.

Hazardous Material Spillsincidents: With the increased truck traffic volume, the
occurrence of a hazardous material spillfincident (independent of a traffic accident) is a
statistical certainty. Trucks by design, transport hazardous/regulated fluids in quantities
that any leak (in a gas tank, gas line, transmission, radiator, hydraulic line, etc.) could
result in a qualificd hazardous material incident (the resulting effects cannot be fully
detailed in this section).

(Mote: this would require respomse by public safety, medical and special clean-up persommel af an unknown
cost to all toxpayers, not incliding the damage to the environment.)

Leakage, Debris, Mud/Dirt From Trucks: With the increased truck traffic volume, the
sccumulation of fluids (oil, radiator coolant, gasoline, etc.), vehicle parts (nuis, bolis, tire
tread, etc.) and debris (mud, dirt, gravel, etc.) upon the roadway will occur.  This will
require frequent removal for safe travel upon the roadway and prevention of
environmental contamination (refer to the Environmental section for additional
information).

{(Mote: this will require an increased response from the Road Department personnel for street cleaning and
debris removal, at an unknown cost to all taxpayers.)

Miscellaneous;

29% Road, as described above, has sections that have a greater than 5% grade. During
times of inclimate weather (snow, ice, standing water, etc.) traction upon the roadway
will be reduced and stopping distances will be increased. Fully loaded trucks will have
difficulty going up/down the road and stopping (especially at the intersection with the
Frontage Road to the south of US-50).

(Mote: 29% Road is not a primary county/city roadwey and sobsequently, is one of the last streets to get
snow plowed or treated, if at all. The probability that one or more fully loaded trucks will “jack-knifc” or
“gpin-out” during inclimate weather, is a statistical certainty.) -

ENVIRONMENTAL:

Drainage: Currently there is inadequate drainage along the east and west shoulders of
29% Road.  With the increase in vehicle traffic (specifically truck traffic), an increased
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4)

amount of fluid and solid matter will accumulate upon the roadway and will eventnalty
find its way onto and into the shoulders. Without an adequate drainage system, those
fluids and solid matter (oil, radiator coolant, pasoline, etc.) will accumulate in
uncontrolled quantities and, subsequently, impact the environment (i.e. — groundwater
contamination).

Vibration/Seismic Damage: The increased wolume of heavy truck traffic along 25%
Road will result in an increased amount of ground vibrations and, subsequent, damage to
residential foundations, roadway bed and siructures in close proximity to the roadway.

(Motz:  this would resolt in increased road repair costs, home owner repair costs and/or 2 decrease in
wenperiy vaines snd uitimately, spact revenues eoifected by te TR

R oad Mai se Costs: The allowed increased volume of traffic along 29%4 Road
wﬂmﬂtmymtumrmdﬁmmmarmdmmﬂhcqmmﬂhmm:m
and maintenance.

(Moie: this would result in increased roadway maintenance cosis to the City, 2t an unknown cost 10 all
fxparyers.)

Minor Claim{s) Against The City: The allowed increased volume of traffic along 29%
Road would, potentially, result in greater number of claims against the City for damage
cansed by pot holes and other roadway defects.

{(Mote: this would, statistically, resuli in increased expenses to the City, at an wnknown cost to all
taxpayers.)

Maicr Claim(s) Against the City: The allowed increased volume of traffic along 29%
Road would correspondingly increase the probability that one or more major claims
against the City will occur for damage, injury or death caused by roadway defect(s),
defective roadway design and/or failure to maintain the roadway to established standards.

(Mote: Only one such successful kawsuit would be necessary to bankrupt the City. )

PROPOSED REMEDIES

The following is a list of proposed remedies designed to mitigate the issues/problems as listed

above.

The following is not all inclusive nor does it exclude other remedies and or concermns:

- Upgrade 29 Road to meet current truck rouwte standards (ie. - minimum 60 foot wide
Ww}gﬂmﬁﬁmﬂd&.mmﬂmﬂhmmmmm
walks, etc,

- Upgrade the intersection of 29% Road and US-50 to meet current Federal Highway standards
{i. e. - full signalized intersection meeting current truck route standards);
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- Permit only trucks and trailers that have passed a current state/federal DOT safety inspection
and display current safety inspection stickers/decals; and,

- No waivers or “grandfather clanses™ allowed to mitigate the above concerns.

The Board realizes and acknowledges the current local and national economic conditions
and does not wish io inhibit or interfere with revenne penerated via legitimate business and
government activities.

Additionally, the Board does not wish to indiscriminately interfere or infringe upon the
rights of private property owners and/or business operators while conducting the lawful exercise
thereof,

However, when an activity directly impacts the lives and property of RTR and/or its
members, the Board is obligated to voice its concerns in an aitempt to ensure, said activity is
conducted - safely, responsibly and in accordance with law.

Furthermore, the Board realizes and acknowledges, the City Planning Committee is well
within its purview to issue a conditional use permit without implementing one or more of the
remedies recommended above,

However, the Board respectfully brings to the attention of the City Planning Commitiee,
if it so chooses to do so, it will be unnecessarily exposing the City (and possibly the Commitice
itself) to potential administrative, civil andfor criminal lisbility in the event a major incident
oceurs upon or along 29% Road as referenced abowve.

One final issue, the Board again respectfully brings to the attention of the City Planning
Committee, if it decides to issue the permit, not withstanding the objections of the residents in
the effected area, it may tamish its reputation and status enjoyed by all residents of the City of
Grand Junction, in the event of an incident as described above.

=L
C

Red Tail Ridge Home Owners Association

ce: Teresa Coons - Mayor
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Brian Rusche - Rezoning Request Hearing 104, 293/4 Rd  2943-324-10-001

From: "DAD"<weatherman_| @bresnannet>

To: "Brian Rusche" <Brianr@ gjcity.org=

Date: 52572000 3:24 PM

Subject: Rezoning Request Hearing 104, 2034 Rd  2043-324-10-001

1 am opposed to the request to rezone this residential property presently zoned by the city in its annexation
RR to allow a non-conforming land use as a gravel pit. My reasoning:

L. The awners bought the land in 2007 knowing it was zoned residential
2. The only access road to the property is narrow without curbes, sidewalks, or proper footing to
withstand heavy equipment
Gravel trucks at the rate of one every two minutes traveling through residential neighborhoods should
never be allowed in the city
The egress point for this truck traffic does not meet CDOT and Federal requirements
House values would be adversly affected
The watershed drainage spstems ridgeline would be impacted adversly as well as subsoil infiltration
This land use does not fit well with the City Centre Zoning for neighborhood shopping on the Narth side
of US50 where the trucks will exit
B. The noise, dust, and traffic will be continueous because of digging, sorting equipment and idiing diesel
trucks
9. Without water and sewer public health will be endangered
10, No current shortage of existing gravel pit operations in Mesa County
1. No resident that | know of views this as a positive change to the quiet, appealing, tranquility of this
existing residential nejghborhocd and the newer R-4's which can see the property.
12. [Isuspect that the owners bought residential development land, paid too much, and are trying to
recover the money in o way which works against the existing neighborhood of which they are nota
part.

ad

SRR

William D. and Jane E. Tayior
2961 Great Plains Drive
Grand function, Co 81503
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To whom it may concern: 5-26-10

| am concerned about the proposed gravel pit on 29 % rd. There are many
children that ride bikes, play and walk these roads; | am concerned that a gravel
truck could not stop in time if one of these kids ran out in the road. (This could be
a liability for the city if they permit this.) | am also concerned about the
intersection on highway 50, at times we get 2 or 3 cars stacked up trying to get
out on highway 50 due to traffic coming from one direction or another. Trucks
cannot take off as quickly as a car can, so we will need a traffic light there which |
feel the gravel pit should have to pay for, as they are the ones that are profiting
from this (why should my tax dollars pay for something that one or two people
are actually going to profit from.) Our road is only 22" wide on the pavement and
a gravel truck is 11’ wide, this will make it almost impossible for 2 trucks to pass
each other on this road without running into a mailbox or someone’s yard or a
car, this could be dangerous. |feel 29 % road should not be the access for the

gravel pit if it goes through, they should use the dump road.

| am against the gravel pit coming in as right now we have a nice quiet community
and it would be nice to leave it this way. Maybe you should look at it the way we
do, would you want gravel trucks running up and down your road all the time just
so a couple of people could profit from it? Also | am concerned about the
environmental issues this may cause for the people in our community. lam an

environmental inspector so | will be watching this quite closely.
Sincerely,

Linda Gordon



May 26, 2010

City of Grand Juntion
Flanning Commission

250 N_ 5™ Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: File No. CUP-2010-008
schooley Weaver Partnership 114 29 3% Road
Proposed Gravel Pit

We are writing to you with our many concerns and protests of the operation of this proposed pit. With
the proximity of the Mesa County Landfill and Compost Facility, we as residence of this established
neighborhood have concerns about the environmental hazards and damages that may occur. The
length of the proposed haul road and the placement of the entrance have many safety concerns. There
are a few liberties and untruths stated in the application for this permit.

In past years the operating county landfill was adjacent to this property and has since been reclaimed. If
the natural filtration system of the gravel is removed, we have concerns of contaminated groundwater
seepage, methane gas issues, surface runoff water, air quality and noise pollution. Our irrigation water
is provided by the canal that is on the border of this property and is 100" lower than the elevation of this
knoll. On moist cool days plus the wind circulation that is always present the odor from the
landfill/compost facilities is very odorous. Add to that the magnitude heavy traffic and dust that will be
generated the area quickly becomes intolerable. Several of the homes lie within a ravine just southwest
of the entrance and where the air is the heaviest.

The proposal states that the load count would be 150 loads per day in a 12 our period. That puts a truck
traveling in each direction every 2.4 minutes. With that amount of heawy truck traffic the exhaust
fumes, dust and noise will be unbearable, the air quality will be hazardous and not to mention the
added ground pollution from the trucks that will be washed into the waste water ditches. The proposed
haul road is 29 ¥ Road which is only 4/10 of mile long and is the main travel road in and out of our rural
residential neighborhood. There are not any sidewalks, street lights or curb and gutters. We have fear
for the kids that have to walk on this road to get to and fro the bus stop. It is our understanding that the
applicant will not have to provide any off site storm water management or other safeguards.

WE understand that with each agency involved, they are only concerned with what their own
regulations, but you need to look at the whole picture before lending your support. We as residences
will have to endure the whole picture. We ask that you take the time to truly investigate this proposal.
Take the time to compare the many inconsistencies that appear in each of the applications. The owners
have deliberately molded their responses to each proposal or applications. They have implied that the



DuCray's maintain a vibrant trucking and gravel pit operations while using 29 ¥ Road daily for many
loads and that is simply not true. They do own the operations, but they do not by any stretch use 29 3
Road to the amount of trucking that is stated. They do respectfully observe that 29 ¥ Road, whichis a
Mesa County Road, was closed to heavy truck traffic many years ago. There are documents on file with
the Mesa County Planning department.

Schooley-Weaver have taken liberties with the intended use of the pit run aggregates. More than once
they were using it for the 29 Road Overpass project and when we spoke with the contractor for the
project he said that there was not a purchase order written to any company for that project. Once it
was mentioned that the aggregates were to be used for the county road projects. Since when is a
private individual promised work by any government agency. It just simply is if they take this many
liberties and exaggerations to get the pit, what are they really going to maintain after they get it. Who
of any of the regulating agency are going to police this? Who is going to make sure that they only mine
7.63 acres and then just walk away and call that huge hole “rangeland”?

If you would like to visit with any of the residences, please feel free to contact us. Or better yet take a
field trip and visit our neighborhood. Come see what all the concerns are about. We would be more
than hospitable and share our front porch view with you.

Respectfully,

Matt & Carrol Zehner

114 29 3% Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503
(970) 314-2758
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Brian Rusche - RE: Proposal to Rezone Property 2943-324-10-001

From: Kimberly Hoyt <kdreher22@hotmail.com>

To: <brianr@gjcity.org>

Date: 5/26/2010 10:06 PM

Subject: RE: Proposal to Rezone Property 2943-324-10-001

Dear Mr. Rusche,

I am writing you in regards to the recent proposal to rezone the 16 acre parcel of land located at
104 29 3/4 Rd in Orchard Mesa. My husband and I live in the Red Tail Ridge subdision just down
the road. We are very concerned about this proposal. When we bought our house three years ago
the reason we chose this neighborhood was because it was a quiet, family oriented community.
Rezoning that property to allow a gravel pit to be developed will drive down our property values
and create much unwanted traffic, noise and dust, The quiet, peaceful neighborhood that we live
in will be transformed into a noisy, dirty, unappealing place to live. Rezoning a residential area to
allow a gravel pit that will affect so many families is a gross misuse of goverment authority. Tt
should not be allowed to happen.

This is a very family friendly neighborhood with lots of children. The only road that accesses that
property will go through a residential area where kids are walking to and from the bus stop and
playing. Currently there are no sidewalks to allow safe passage of children or pedestrians along
that road. The large trucks that will be travel up and down that road all day long will pose a threat
to the safety of our children.

Please take into consideration all the families that will be adversely affect by this decsion, Thank
you for time and consideration in this matter.

Kimberly Hoyt

2957 Great Plains Dr.
Grand Junction, CO 81503
970-640-3624
kdraher22@hotmail.com

Hotmail has tools for the New Busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Learn mare.
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Additional Letters of Objection provided prior to and/or during the public hearing



City of Grand Junction Planning Commission
250 North 5™ Street
Grand Jet., Co. 81501

SUBJECT: CUP-2010-008 Schooley-Weaver Partnership
104 29-3/4 Road

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to establish
A Gravel Pit on 16 acres in an Residential Rural zone district

We are 44 year residents of the neighborhood which holds great concern relative to the
subject request..

We are in total agreement that a permit of this nature will thereby subject the
neighborhood to endure numerous problems. The heavy truck traffic leaving this site and
accessing 29-3/4 road to Highway 50, would most certainly result in a dangerous
situation to all the neighborhood children, who use this roadway to be bused to and from
school. It would also become a r. not only to the children, but any resident who
exit there homes directly on 29-34 Road. It is also questionable as to rather the current
condition of the road could long withstand a multitude of truck traffic such as they are

proposing.

We also believe that the noise and dust created by such an industrial operation would
create a situation of noise levels and air quality, which would unavoidably filter into the
neighborhood.

This is only a very few of the problems that would arise with your approval of this
Permit on the subject property.

In view of the above, we strongly urge you to give every consideration to the citizens
who reside in the area. Thanking you in advance, we remain,

124 — /2 Whitehead Drive
Grand Jet., Co. 81503
Dated: June 3, 2010

RECEIVED

JUN - 4 2010

GOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPT.



RECEIVED

June 1, 2010 JUN - 3 2010
Regarding: Schooley-Weaver Gravel Pit Proposal COMMUNITY DEVELOPHENT
DEPT.

150 trucks a DAY !l Almost 20 an hour, 160 in 8 hours approx. 1 truck every 3
min.. What Bumper to Bumper Trucks!! About the first time they hit me, my wife,
or anyone visiting us backing out of our driveway or crossing or walking 29 % Rd.
or anyone else in the neighborhood for that matter much less run over a child we
will sue their off. There are no sidewalks or curbs along 29 % Rd. This
subdivision ( Burns ) is in the county not the city!

What Robert Jones Il says about the type of operation, no crushers, no stock
piling, less dust etc. is quite a concern. But not near as much as someone’s life.
Also tell me that small children are going to be able to think right and
comprehend or mind for that matter to be able to avoid that much traffic. Are you
CRAZY!l There is a good point about the children and the trucks (160 aday ) 20
an hour peak or no peak even close it is still ridiculous!! The odor from the
“landfill” DUMP! Also if the buffer is removed what about the irrigation canal and
OLD DUMP, seepage is another of my concems because we have a water well.
The seepage could get into my well water. Years ago people were allowed to
dump paint and chemicals all forms of toxic waste at the OLD DUMP site that
they now receive at a building at the current “landfill” DUMP site. What about the
methane gases? You can dig up an old DUMP 50 years later and still be able to
read the newspaper. This would cause major problems to our health. Do they
want to reimburse me for the money spent on the well plus pay for a Ute water
tap and pay any medical bills we may incur? | don't think sol! My wife and | and
ALL of the neighbors in this and surrounding areas are TOTALLY against this

project.

Back in the 80’s the neighbors all got together because of the heavy trash truck
traffic and brake noise and safety issues on 29 % Rd. going to and from the OLD
DUMP site. We met with the county commissioners and they finally seen the
dangers and changes were made. The DUMP was moved to it's present
location. More recent there was a request from the DuCray’s to run their gravel
trucks up and down 29 % Rd. and that was denied by the county commissioners
the city should look at the county’s reasons.

What would this project due to our property values in this and surrounding
areas? There is a mix of families here some older and some with children who

, catch the school bus at the end of 29 % Rd. right where one of the stops for the
trucks would be. Let's spare a life!! We are aware that the City and the State as
well as Schooley and Weaver will benefit from this but what about the people
living here some for over 30 years!

Mr. Frank J. Kirby
Linda Kirby
130 29 % Rd. Grand Junction, Co. 81503 870-243-2730

() 7
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Brian Rusche - Request for nonconforming land use 104 29 3/4rd Property 2943-324-10-001

From: "DAD" <weatherman_l @bresnan.net>

To: "Teresa Coons” <teresac @ gjcity.org>

Date: 52742010 12:59 PM

Subject: Request for nonconforming land use 104 29 3/4rd Property 2943-324-10-001

As a resident | believe the owners request for a nonconforming use of residentially
zoned land ( ie. gravel pit) should be denied for the folfowing reasons:

+ The owners bought the RR zoned property with >5 acre lots dividing the acreage
knowing it was residential

« They overpaid, the economy collapsed, and they are now asking the residential
neighborhood to help bail them out while destroying the value of their properties

« Residential development is the current predominate use of this area with new R4
developed and in development

« The only available road to the propertly does not have a sufficient width or
engineered base lo accomadale gravel trucks, neighborhood vehicles, and school
busses .

» Egress onto US50 does not meet federal or state regquirements and does fit with a
commercial town center development on the Master Plan

» Residents would be subjected to increased noise, dust, and traffic as a result of
extraction, sorting, loading, and ideling diesels

= The owners will not protect the public health of residents downslope by building
water and sewer llines for restrooms and washing facilities

= Disturbing the hill may allow methane to escape from the oid landfill and berm
which abuts the proposed gravel pit

» Mineral extraction, mining, drilling activities should never be sanctioned by any
elected governmental unit in a residential neighborhood

» There alreadly exist a surplus of gravel operations in the Grand Valley and Mesa
County

« The Cily Council should not and must not allow the short term glitter of increased
tax revenue turn the fong term development dreams into a melange of. terminally
ugly scars and poorly integrated uses which will destroy the value of living in a
planned City

file://C:\Documents and Settings\brianr\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\dBFFTEE4CityHa.., 6/1/2010
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June 8, 2010

Grand Junction Planning Commission
City of Grand Junction, Colorado

RE: Schooley-Weaver Partnership’s Proposed Orchard Mesa Mining Operation
To Whom It May Concern:

The Old Spanish Trail Association (OSTA) wishes to register its concern about the
proposed establishment of gravel mining operations in Orchard Mesa by the Schooley-
Weaver Partnership.

First, OSTA appreciates the objections expressed recently by Orchard Mesa residents in
regard to the mining operation’s negative impact on the residential area located 200 feet
from the proposed mining site. Their concerns about the operation’s impact on traffic,
noise, air quality, property values and other aspects of community life are highly relevant
and seem to beg the question: “Why establish a gravel mining operation next door to a
residential community?"

However, OSTA’s official concern in this matter is the effect such a mining operation
would have on existing public access (29 3% Road) to a known corridor of the Old Spanish
National Historic Trail. Public appreciation of the OSNHT—officially established hy
Congress in 2002 as a valuable part of our nation’s history—should not be compromised by
allowing a new industrial operation to make access to the OSNHT more complicated and
less enjoyable, as we believe this venture would do.

I have asked our national association’s president, as well as its Preservation and
Stewardship Commirtee, to discuss this issue further and to take appropriate steps to further
register and publicize our concern, including notification of the national historic trails staff
at the Partnership for the National Trails System and appropriate U.S. Deparmment of the
Inrerior agencies.

On behalf of OSTA’s Board of Directors and its western Colorado chapter, I urge you to
deny the conditional use permit application for the proposed mining operation.

Respectfully,

Don Mimms
Association Manager

Don Mimms, Manager; P.0). Box 11189; Pueblo, CO 81001
Phone: 719-242-8619 E-Mail: manager@oldspanishirail.org

|
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Brian Rusche - Fwd: Schooley-Weaver Pit CUP

From:  <smthpurple@aol.com>

To: <tinad @gjcity.org>, <laurik @gjcity.org>, <brianr @gjcity.org>, <bocc@mesa...
Date: 6/7/2010 1:56 PM

Subject: Fwd: Schooley-Weaver Pit CUP

Teresa Cooms, Mayor City of Grand Junction
Laurie Kadrich, City Administrator

City of Grand Junction Planning Commissioners
Mesa County Commissioners
DMR, Mr. Travis Marshall

June 7, 2010

Ae: Schooley-Weaver Property
104 29 3/4 Road
CUP -2010-008
DMR #M-2010-030

This matter is of importance to us, because of the impending planning meeting on June 8, 2010, we ask that you
take some time to investigate further. We apologize for the trouble and ask that you help us understand why that
this is the best use of this neighborhood at this time. We have a few questions, that are simply not being
answered. We have been passed around from agency to agency and we would like the truth.

Why the 2-4 years difference in the permils? The City's CUP is 5-7 years, the CDOT Is 3 years. Has anyone
actually confirmed that the materials baing pulled from this proposed pit is or is not going to be used on the "29
Road Overpass Project"? It is touted in most of the Vortex engineering report and all of the coordinating
correspondence, except for the application to the DMRC, there it is stated that the anticipated use of material is
for “county” road work. So which is it the county or the city project? The engineers report was finished before the
project was bid, almost a full menth. How would Mr. Weaver or Mr. Schooley have known that it was a
guaranteed project? Did someone from the city or county promise to use this material if the pit was permitted?

Is that why all of the required "red tape” has been so mysteriously overlooked or rushed through? We spoke with
the project manager from Lawerence Construction, and Mike assured us that he would net use material from a pit
that was not permitted by the state and because of the amount of testing that has to be done and the acceptance
of submittals, he was likely going to use Parkerson Sand and Gravel. Did anyone check out the dates of the
reports, submitted dates and the bid date of the project? Mow where as the monies for this project is from the
public coffers, it seems that the tax payers would want to know that there is no *under the table” dealings going
on.

Why are not the same time and load restrictions placed on this pit that are on others in the city or

county? Serveral other pits in the area have load limitations and different times of operations, depending on the
school season. Did the applicants have to pay any development fees to the city or county? Who is going to
police the operations? Which one of the agencies or their representatives will be on 29 3/4 Road, counting the
amount of trucks, documenting the day to day practices of the operations or watching the streets for children. Did
any one from the planning departments, go to the site and actually measure the width of the road? Did anyone
actually measure the width of Highway 50 to see if the proposed stripping would really work? Did they travel the
s0 called truck route, with the construction knowledge and trucking experience needed, to see if what the
applicants have presented in the Vortex report is really existing and is the only inexpensive viable solution? |s
the OMID canal crossing structure going to withstand the weight of 2 trucks passing at the same time? s this
bridge structure wide enough for that? |s it truly designed for the amount and weight of traffic that is proposed?
Did anyone with trucking experience look at the entrance to the pit on site to see the angle and width of the
road? It seems that most of the "common sense” approach did come from the county in their comments and they
were admittedly not on site. Are any of the measurements true or did everyone just rely on the use of technology
of the worid wide web and GIS sites? Did anyone compare the HBET report to the Vortex report. The amount of
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Page 2 of 2

truck loads are different in both reports, so which is 100 or 1507 With the added amount of truck loads, are the
traffic and structure stability computations carrect? In the daily sentinel Mr. Jones is quoted saying "the 100-foot-
ridge is coming down". (May 31, 2010 edition, page 2A) Does that not go against all the of the information they
presented in the report on the disturbance area map and what about the ridge protection. Now, you have
proposed to have the developer pay for the repairs. Really, they are taking the cheap way to begin with and you
sincerely expect them to be respectiul at that. Did anyone talk to the DMR to see if the same information has
been presented? Why has the closure to heavy truck traffic on 29 3/4 Road changed? Did anyone talked fo the
DuCray's to see at what level they use the road for their "commerical trucking business"? Is this the one of the
very last places to obtain gravel? It seems that they have baffled the pros with a Iot of dead trees and a pile of
paper for the landfill.

However petty this may seem to you, the fact is there have been a large amount of liberties, half-truths and/or
assumptions presented by the applicants and their representatives. So it leads one to believe that, there will be
more taken and responsibilities will not be meant. We the residences of 29 3/4 Road will live with the realities of
all the inconveniences. However long it may take for the area to be incorporated into the city, it isn't at this point.
Do you want to travel along Hwy 50 and look into the landfill? Just because it fits into a chip game, does not
mean it is the best possible solution for an established neighborhood.  With most of us, being county property
owners, we are not being represented. We are not feeling the love of the "Most Livable Community". We ask that
you resend your reccomendation of approval for this pit, this is a disaster in the making and you have the ability to
stop it. At this time there are just to many questions and not enough answers.

Respectfully,
Robert and Shelley Smith

file://C\Documents and Settings\brianr\Local Settings\Temp\XPerpwisc\dCOCFA9BCityHa... 6/7/2010



Petition to Deny CUP-2010-008, Schooley Weaver Patnership's request for a
Conditional Use Permit to establish a gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Road

Petition summerary and We do not want the gravel pit to be allowed at 104 29 3/4, Grand Junction, CO as it will place an excessive
hackground burden on the residential area in safety issues, noise, pollution and road use. Mesa County closed 29 3/4 Road
to heavier traffic usage from the landfill an we believe the closure should remain,
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concemed citizens who urge our leaders to act now to deny the request for the
conditional use permit CUP-2010-008 Schooley Weaver Partnershlp 104 29 3/4 Road.
% Printed Name ~Signature Address Date
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Petition to Deny CUP-2010-008, Schooley Weaver Patnership's request for a
Conditional Use Permit to establish a gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Road

Petition summerary and We do not want the gravel pit to be allowed at 104 29 3/4, Grand Junction, CO as it will place an excessive
background burden on the residential area in safety issues, noise, pollution and road use. Mesa County closed 29 3/4 Road
to heavier traffic usage from the landfill an we believe the closure should remain.
 Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to deny the request for the
conditional use perrnrt CUP-2010-008 Schooley Weaver Partrlersmp 104 29 3/4 Road.
# Printed Name Address B
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Petition to Deny CUP-2010-008, Schooley Weaver Patnership's request for a
Conditional Use Permit to establish a gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Road

Petition summerary and We do not want the gravel pit to be allowed at 104 29 3/4, Grand Junction, CO as it will place an excessive
background burden on the residential area in safety issues, noise, pollution and road use, Mesa County closed 29 3/4 Road
to heavier traffic usage from the landfill an we believe the closure should remain.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concemed citizens who urge our leaders to act now to deny the request for the
conditional use permit CUP-2010-008 Schooley Weaver Partnership - 104 29 3/4 Road.
# Printed Name Signature Address Date
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Petition to Deny CUP-2010-008, Schooley Weaver Patnership's request for a
Conditional Use Permit to establish a gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Road

Petition summerary and 'We do not want the gravel pit to be allowed at 104 29 3/4, Grand Junclion, CO as it will place an excessive
burden on the residential area in safety issues, noise, pollution and road use, Mesa County closed 29 3/4 Road
background
to heavier traffic usage from the landfill an we believe the closure should remain.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to deny the request for the
conditional use permit CUP-2010-008 Schooley Weaver Partnership - 104 29 3/4 Road.
# Printed Name Signature _Address Date
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Petition to Deny CUP-2010-008, Schooley Weaver Patnership's request for a

Conditional Use Permit to establish a gravel pit at 104 29 3/4 Road

Petition summerary and We do not want the gravel pit to be allowed at 104 29 3/4, Grand Junction, CO as it will place an excessive
background burden on the residential area in safety issues, noise, pollution and road use. Mesa County closed 29 3/4 Road
to heavier traffic usage from the landfill an we believe the closure should remain.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to deny the request for the
tconditional use permit CUP-2010-008 Schooley w:aave: Partnership - 104 29 3/4 Road.
# Printed Name _Signature | Address Date
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CUP-2010-008

Planning Commission
June 8, 2010
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STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
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SUMMARY OF REQUEST

2004 Zoning = Residential Rural (CUP required for gravel extraction)
Requested CUP for 5 years — potential for extension of 2 years
Access via 29 3% Road

Improvements on Highway 50 (per CDOT permit)

Maximum number of trips = 300 per day (enter/leave = 2 trips)
Hours of operation = 6 am to 6 pm weekdays (no weekends)

No on-site crushing or processing

Noise cannot exceed 65 dB at property line adjacent to residential
Reclamation plan must be approved by State

Stormwater management per 5-2-1 regulations

Landscaping plan provides xeric screening and visual buffer
Minimum separation of 125’ from residences (proposal = 200" +)
Review criteria of Section 2.13.C and 4.3.K have been met

Grand Junction
c(-‘__ COLORADOD



} SCHOOLEY-WEAVER CUP
104 29 34 Road

| !l- Grand Junction, CO
VORTEX

ENGINEERING & ARCHITECTURE, INC.

| JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP




iSITE DESCRIPTION & BACKGROUND

= [he site is located south of the intersection of
Hwy 50 and 29 % Rd with an address of 104
29 34 Rd.

= The property is approximately 16.0 acres in
size and is bounded on the west by 29 34 Rd,
various residential uses to the north and
west, and vacant ground to the east and
south.

= The property is zoned Rural Residential

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP 2
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| i FUTURE LAND USE CLASSIFICATION MAP
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- i Applicant’s Request

= The applicant is requesting a
Conditional Use Permit

to Extract Gravel Materials per

Sections 2.2.D.4 & 4.3 (k)
of the City of Grand Junction

Zoning and Development Code

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP



Applicant’s Proposal

= Approximately 7.63 acres of the 16.0 acre parcel is planned to
be mined for construction materials.

= No onsite crushing or processing of materials is proposed.

= The topsoil will be used to supplement landscape areas and will
not be stockpiled on site.

The pit-run gravel will be extracted and removed from the site.
Water for dust control and irrigation will be hauled to the site.

When the extraction process is completed topsoil will be
imported as needed and distributed evenly over the disturbed
area and covered with a native seed mix approved in the State
Reclamation Permit.

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP



21.04.030 (k)
iMlneral Extraction

= Method — Excavators & Dump Trucks
= No stockpiles or processing

= Landscape & Reclamation Plans

= Drainage Plan & Report

= Traffic Report

= Erosion Control Plan

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP



iSta ndards

s State Permits for Emissions, Stormwater &
Reclamation

= 30 feet from property lines
= 125 feet from structures

= No wetlands to protect

= No existing trees to protect

Traffic Report recommends 29 34 Road
Fencing and Signage for public safety
Landscaping & Buffering

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP



PERMITS

s CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT — Gravel Extraction from the City of Grand
Junction

= CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL LIMITED IMPACT (110) OPERATION
RECLAMATION PERMIT State of Colorado from the Colorado Division
of Reclamation

» STORMWATER DISCHARGE ASSOCIATED WITH SAND & GRAVEL
MINING from Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Water Quality Control Division

= AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION NOTICE (APEN) from the Colorado
ggﬂa_rtment of Public Health and Environment Air Pollution Control
ivision

= CDOT ACCESS PERMIT from the Colorado Department of
Transportation Region 3 Permit Unit

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP 10
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i Conclusion

= Therefore, we are respectfully
requesting approval of the proposed
CUP.

= Thank you.

JUNE 8, 2010 SCHOOLEY WEAVER CUP
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Schooley-Weaver Gravel Pit
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LANDSCAPING DRAWINGS
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION
June 8, 2010 MINUTES
6:00 p.m. to 8:20 p.m.

Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, announced that neither the regular Chairman nor Vice
Chair were able to attend the hearing this evening. Therefore, in order to proceed with
the meeting, the Planning Commissioners needed to decide amongst themselves who
would act as the Chairperson this evening. Commissioner Schoenradt nominated Mark
Abbott, seconded by Commissioner Eslami. A vote was taken and Commissioner
Abbott was nominated unanimously to serve as Chairman.

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:03 p.m.
by Acting Chairman Abbott. The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium.

In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Pat Carlow, Ebe
Eslami, Mark Abbott, Richard Schoenradt , Rob Burnett, and Gregory Williams
(Alternate). Commissioners Reginald Wall (Chairman) and Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh
(Vice-Chairman) were absent.

In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department —
Planning Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner),
Senta Costello (Senior Planner), Brian Rusche (Senior Planner) and Rick Dorris,
(Development Engineer).

Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney).

Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes.

There were 54 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing.
ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS

There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors.

Consent Agenda

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings
Approve minutes of the April 13, 2010 Regular Meeting.

2. Goose Downs Subdivision — Preliminary Subdivision Plan
Request approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to develop 53 lots on 13.38
acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district; approve a phasing schedule; and
request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate a portion of 29 5/8
Road.
FILE #: PP-2008-245
PETITIONER: Terry Deherrera
LOCATION: 359 29 5/8 Road




STAFF: Lori Bowers

Gentlemen’s Club CUP — Conditional Use Permit — Continued To the June 22,

2010 Planning Commission Meeting

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit that would allow the hours of
operation, from a previous approval, to be changed from 5:00 p.m. through 2:00
a.m. to 10:00 a.m. through 2:00 a.m.

FILE #: CUP-2010-050

PETITIONER: Kevin Eardley — 2257, LLC

LOCATION: 2258 Colex Drive

STAFF: Senta Costello

Baker Hughes Explosive — Conditional Use Permit

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to store hazardous materials/
explosives on 2.87 acres in an I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district.

FILE #: CUP-2010-034

PETITIONER: John Durmas — Knight Durmas Properties, LLC
LOCATION: 842 21-1/2 Road

STAFF: Brian Rusche

Acting Chairman Abbott briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public,
planning commissioners, and staff to speak if they wanted any item pulled for additional
discussion. After discussion, there were no objections or revisions received from the
audience or Planning Commissioners on the Consent Agenda items.

MOTION: (Commissioner Schoenradt) “Mr. Chairman, | move that we adopt
the Consent Agenda as read.”

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

Public Hearing Items

5.

Schooley-Weaver Partnership — Conditional Use Permit — Continued from May
11, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to establish a Gravel Pit on 16 acres
in an R-R (Residential Rural) zone district.

FILE #: CUP-2010-008

PETITIONER: Schooley-Weaver Partnership

LOCATION: 104 29-3/4 Road

STAFF: Brian Rusche

VERBATIM MINUTES
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COMMISSIONER ABBOTT: And with that our Public Hearing
item is the Schooley-Weaver Partnership...Partnership Conditional Use Permit.
This has been continued from May 11, 2010. This is a request for approval of
Conditional Use Permit to establish a gravel pit on 16 acres in a R-R, Residential
Rural, zone district. So with that | would like to have the staff come up and
present your information.

MR. RUSCHE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of
the Commission, Brian Rusche, Senior Planner with the Grand Junction Public
Works and Planning Department. As the Chairman indicated this is the
Schooley-Weaver Partnership Conditional Use Permit request - - a request for a
Conditional Use Permit to operate gravel extraction on 16 acres within a
Residential Rural zone. The property consists of 16 acres and was annexed in
2004 as the Fisher Annexation. The property is accessible from 29-3/4 Road
which terminates at the southern edge of the site. The road previously continued
south and east through private property and the Mesa County landfill until it was
closed by Mesa County.

The site rises approximately 100 feet above Orchard Mesa Canal
Number 2. North of the canal is a residential neighborhood as well as three
residences to the west across 29-3/4 Road. An existing gravel extraction
operation approved by Mesa County in 1994 is located about 600 feet south of
the property. An existing construction and trucking operation utilizes 29-3/4
Road. As you can see in the aerial, this is the site...this is the trucking and
construction operation. The gravel pit that | was referring to, it’s just off the

picture.
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The Comprehensive Plan designates the property as Rural allowing
one dwelling unit for every five acres. The property was zoned Residential Rural
in 2004 as part of the Fisher Annexation. The adjacent neighborhood is also
designated as Rural under County zoning RSF-R. Except the trucking operation
which is a Planned Development and the existing gravel operation and
associated lands which is designated A-F-T - - that’'s Ag Forestry Transition
zone.

The blended residential map, which was adopted as part of the
Comprehensive Plan, designates the property as Residential Low with a housing
density of Rural, which is one unit for five acres up to five dwelling units per acre,
density range.

The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to operate a
gravel extraction facility. A maximum of 300 trips per day would be generated by
the use according to the traffic study. All truck traffic would use 29-3/4 Road and
that’s the photo shown here which has been evaluated by a geotechnical
consulting firm and found suitable in strength for the proposed level of traffic.
The roadway has two travel lanes and is currently maintained by Mesa County.
Access to Highway 50 has been granted for three years by the Colorado
Department of Transportation subject to construction of improvements for traffic
flow. These improvements include extended acceleration and de-acceleration
lanes with appropriate turning radiuses and an asphalt overlay if necessary.

The applicant has considered other accesses to and from the site
but deemed these to not be viable alternatives either because the roads do not
meet standards or require crossing private property. The standards for gravel

extraction facilities provide for improvements and maintenance of designated
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haul routes. 29-3/4 Road will ultimately be incorporated into the City’s street
network but currently it’s a joint jurisdictional road due to the annexation patterns
that have occurred in the area.

This photo illustrates the closure point on 29-3/4 Road that
prevents access to the south as well as the location of 30 Road which has not
been built. The existing residences that are north of the canal, with the
exception of the three that are on 29-3/4 Road, sit below the elevation of the
canal. The property itself, here, rises approximately 100 feet in elevation,
measured from property line to peak. As mentioned, the adjacent residential
neighborhood sits lower in elevation than that of the canal as well as the
proposed operation making any sort of extraction of material from this property
noticeable. The applicant has proposed landscaping along the canal to mitigate
some of the visual affects of this operation.

The existing gravel extraction operation sits south of the property
and over here you can see some of that. The two properties do share a
common boundary. The property line is somewhere in here. However, no
mutual agreement regarding the shared use of the former landfill road which was
closed by the County could be reached. So this road crosses onto private
property.

The applicant proposes to mine approximately 7.63 acres of the
total 16 acres of the property. This proposal...this site plan reflects the
requirement for a minimum separation of 125 feet from existing residences as
well as 30 feet from the canal. There is no onsite crushing or processing with
this application. The entrance to the site near the terminus of 29-3/4 Road will

be asphalted and gated. The entire site needs to be fenced as well. As material
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is removed the slopes will be graded inward and this is the grading plan. As
material is removed, the slopes will be graded inward which will mitigate the
effects of storm water runoff as well as provide a buffer to the operation as it
continues mining downward. This is where the resultant storm water would
collect.

This exhibit shows a cross section and approximate site lines from
different residential sites surrounding the operation. As you can see from these
pictures, the proposed final elevations...this is the existing hillside and this is the
final elevation in relation to both the homes and the canal. The proposed final
elevation will be reduced by 75 to 90 feet. The landscaping buffers have been
designed by a landscape architect to help mitigate some of the visual affects of
the operation. The landscaping will be irrigated with water trucked in from
outside the site.

The applicant has proposed to remove material from the property
over the next five years with the option of a two year administrative extension.
Once the material is removed, the property will be reclaimed with native grasses.
The reclamation plan must be approved by the State of Colorado. The applicant
has requested a Conditional Use Permit for a gravel extraction facility within a
Residential Rural zone. The requested C-U-P is for five years with the option of
an administrative extension for two years pursuant to section 4.3.K.3.w. Access
is provided via 29-3/4 Road which has been determined to be a suitable haul
route with a condition that maintenance and repairs to be done...with a condition
that maintenance and repairs necessary are to be done by the operator during

the duration of the permit per section 4.3.K.3.g.
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CDOT will grant access to Highway 50 for a period of three years
subject to construction of improvements including extended acceleration in the
acceleration lanes. A notice to proceed must be issued by CDOT for this work.
The maximum number of trips anticipated by the use is 300 per day and to clarify
when we measure trips a...a trip is a coming or a going.

The applicant has proposed hours of operation beginning at 6 a.m.
to 6 p.m. on weekdays only. Section 4.3.K.3.i. allows this range of time. This is
the maximum amount of time allowed and in fact it doesn’t address weekends. It
simply says 6 to 6 is the maximum length. However, alternative hours may be
authorized under this section. Other gravel pits that have been approved within
the valley range from start times of 6 a.m. to 8 a.m. There was a question raised
regarding residential garbage service. Most of the providers in the valley start at
7 a.m.; however, commercial pickup begins as early as 3 a.m.

There will be no onsite crushing or processing. So there are some
sections of 4.3.K. that don’t apply. Pursuant to 4.3.K.3.c., the noise from the
operation cannot exceed 65 decibels at the property line when adjacent to
residential which is equivalent to an air conditioning unit or a noisy restaurant.
The reclamation plan must be approved by the state as was mentioned. All
storm water management must be done pursuant to 5.2.1 - - drainage authority
regulations. There are mechanisms in place through our Code Enforcement
Department. This is...the property is in the City so it would be...any code
enforcement violations would be enforced by the City. So there are mechanisms
in place to address potential issues of noise, dust, as well as storm water issues

and that would be through the 5.2.1 that may arise from the operation.
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The proposed landscaping meets the criteria of section 6.5. and
provides a visual buffer from adjacent residences. The minimum separation
from residences of 125 feet has been exceeded that the proposed mining area
at least 200 feet from adjacent residences. This application is subject to the
criteria of section 2.1.3.c. of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code, and that’s
the rules for Conditional Use Permits, as well as section 4.3.K., which is the
standards for mineral extraction. It is my opinion that the criteria of both of these
sections have been met. Are there any questions?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: | do have a question but | can’t find
where...you referenced there would be 300 trips per day. Is that correct?

MR. RUSCHE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: | guess my confusion is that on page 2
of the letter from Huddleston Berry, an engineering firm, in paragraph 3 of that
page states that they had been told there would be 100 loaded trucks per day. |
presume that would equate to 200 trips per day. So where is the discrepancy
with now all of a sudden we’re coming up with 300? Are they not giving their
own engineering firm the...the information that we’re getting tonight? What has

changed to make that happen? | believe that’'s on page 93 of the report that we

have.
MR. RUSCHE: 93, that’s a...
CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I’'m trying to get back down to 93.
MR. RUSCHE: | have a letter from Huddleston Berry and

that’s regarding the pavement evaluation. |s that the right one?
CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: There’s....there’s...it's on page 2 of

the...of that letter from Huddleston Berry and it is...it is page 3. It's under 29-3/4
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Road pavement evaluation. Under paragraph 3 it states with regard to additional
traffic loading associated with the gravel resource, H-B-E-T understands that up
to 100 loaded trucks per day may leave the site.

MR. RUSCHE: Okay.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: And they are also stating that it’s
estimated that it's gonna take three to five years. What I've heard is that again,
you know, we’re talking it's gonna be three to five years. Where does...where
does 300 come into this and why is there a discrepancy?

MR. RUSCHE: | know that the 300 was in the traffic study. |
also know that there is some methods regarding how much a truck counts as
part of weighting limits or what have you. I'll let the applicant address some of
those questions regarding the discrepancy.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

MR. RUSCHE: Note too that a trip is a coming and
going and in the discussion of trips it doesn’t mention whether they be
exclusively trucks.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay, well if there’s...

MR. RUSCHE: Whether they be other traffic generated.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: [...I can’t imagine there’d be a
whole lot of other traffic and we're...we’re talking about a three-fold increase
over what they’ve told their own engineering firm. Again I’'m confused and would
like some explanation as to how that came about and what the...what the affects
are...what the affects would be. | don’t know if the engineering firm is present to

address this issue or if...if anybody can short of them address it properly.
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MR. RUSCHE: | think the applicant’s engineer can address
your question.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

MR. RUSCHE: Are there any other questions at this time?

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Yes, you did mention
hours of operation that some commercial operations began at 3 a.m. but this is
not a commercial operation. Is that correct?

MR. RUSCHE: The question posed to me was what...how the
refuse services that operate in the valley, what times they start. They begin
picking up at commercial locations, garbage, prior to 6 a.m. That in no way has
any connection to what this request is. It's simply made for reference.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Except it's Residential
Rural compared to Residential.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: | think what he’d like to know is what
time do they start for residential neighborhoods.

MR. RUSCHE: 7 a.m.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

MR. RUSCHE: 7 a.m. the majority of the operators in
the valley that | could get a hold of.

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: By choice, right?

MR. RUSCHE: The maijority of the providers are
private. The City obviously provides service as well but it's done as a non-
enterprise fund so it operates much like a business. I'm not aware of any
ordinance. For reference...for reference, the noise ordinance has a 6 a.m. time

as well.
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CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Are there any other questions for the
staff? Hearing none, would the applicant like to come forward?

MR. JONES: Good evening, Mr. Chair, Commission
members. My name’s Robert Jones Il. I'm with Vortex Engineering. Our office
address is 2394 Patterson Drive in Grand Junction. I’'m the applicant’s
representative and tonight I'll be presenting the Schooley-Weaver C-U-P project.
Quickly | have prepared a...a Google fly by which may help to get some
perspective in regards to its location relative to the subdivision, 30 Road and its
access going on 29-3/4 Road. This...traveling along Highway 50, the
fairgrounds are noted. Traveling farther east to the entrance here is 29-3/4
Road, the Kia dealership is on the left. The subject site located here with the
Burns Subdivision here. This is a view looking south from Highway 50. You can
see the topographical relief relative to the subdivision to the north and Orchard
Mesa Canal in this area.

| would like to enter into the record the following documents and
exhibits - nine individual PowerPoint presentations which I'll be pulling various
slides from during the course of the presentation and rebuttal period. A hard
copy of all these presentations has been provided to City staff. A letter from the
director of the Mesa County landfill to the Regional Transportation Planning
Office of Mesa County, a Notice of Intent to Issue an Access Permit from the
Regional Transportation Planning Office of Mesa County and the State of
Colorado statute, specifically statutes 34-1-301 through 305.

I'll try and keep this brief since staff has done an excellent job
providing the background and the history of this application in the staff report and

presentation. To reiterate, the applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit
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to extract gravel per sections 2.2.D.4 and 4.3.K. of the City of Grand Junction
Zoning and Development Code. There will be approximately 7.63 acres of the
16-acre site disturbed. There will be no on-site crushing or processing of the
material. The top soil will be used to supplement landscape areas and will not
be stockpiled on site. The pit run gravel will be extracted and removed from the
site via excavators and dump trucks. Water for dust control and irrigation will be
hauled to the site. When the extraction process is completed, top soil will be
imported as needed and distributed evenly over the disturbed area and covered
with a native seed mix approved through the State Reclamation Program.

In addition to the Conditional Use Permit applied for with the City,
the following applications have also been made to the State of Colorado.
Construction materials limit impact 110, operation reclamation permit, a storm
water discharge permit associated with sand and gravel mining, an A-PEN or air
pollution emission notice, and a CL and access permit from the Colorado
Department of Transportation’s region 3 office.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: Can we get the
volume turned up? (Inaudible)

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Staff, is there a way to turn the volume
up?

MR. JONES: It may help if | lift this up a little bit. I'll go
ahead and take this opportunity to answer your question, Mr. Chairman. The
Huddleston Berry supplemental report was required at the staff level to
determine and verify the adequacy of the 29-3/4 Road. The review of page 2
does indicate the Huddleston Berry report has 100 loaded trucks per day when

the intent was 150. However, if you read page 2 at 100 loaded trucks per day
232



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

over a 5-year period results in a...an ESAL value of 120,000. Now an ESAL
is...stands for an equivalent single axle load. The report further states that the
ESAL value of 29-3/4 Road, which is 8 to 9 inches thick of asphalt over
approximately 12 inches of road base, gives you an ESAL value of two million.
So to further take this out, Huddleston Berry extended the operational life of the
gravel pit to 30 years just to see what an equivalent single axle load would be
which is 720,000 - - still one-third of the ESAL value currently for 29-3/4 Road.
So the difference between 100 and 150 trucks per day is...is nominal when
you’re looking at an order of magnitude of three even if the gravel pit was
operating for 30 years.

The Schooley-Weaver Conditional Use Permit meets or can meet
all applicable sections of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code and
the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and we would respectfully
request your approval of the Conditional Use Permit as presented and with that
I'll open up the questions or take my seat.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Does staff have any questions?

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Mr. Jones, Ebe Eslami, the
first.

MR. JONES: Hello, Mr. Eslami.

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: | was wondering why do

you call it gravel extraction and stuff (inaudible). What's the difference, please?
MR. JONES: Merely because the Zoning and Development

Code classifies the use of gravel extraction and this more closely defines what

we're doing. The material...l can...this is actually the material natively that was

excavated. It's a...a combination of two to three inch minus rock and sand.
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Formally what’s known in the Grand Valley as pit run and this is what they’re
after.
COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Now, next question is if

they are allowed to build three houses over there if I'm correct. Is there R-4 or...

MR. JONES: Oh, | see.

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Five acres per...

MR. JONES: Per the zoning, yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: If they build houses, they have to

move this dirt anyhow or can they do it without moving the dirt?

MR. JONES: | guess it would depend upon the lot
configuration. There’s significant topographical relief on the site.

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: My question is that in
order to build houses there you have to flatten some of that (inaudible).

MR. JONES: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: Will there be any drilling or

blasting involved with this?

MR. JONES: No, sir.
COMMISSIONER What if you hit cap rock?
MR. JONES: I’'m sorry?

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: What if you hit cap rock?
COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: You have to stop.
COMMISSIONER CARLOW: | mean how are you gonna...how

you gonna deal with it if you get down there and there’s cap rock?
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MR. JONES: Obviously we’d try and use conventional
equipment — dozers with rippers - to remove cap rock. Our preliminary
investigation didn’t show any cap rock.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: How far or time-wise how
long is a round trip to the crushing facility?

MR. JONES: There hasn’t been a...a...a single crushing
facility chosen so | wouldn’t be able to answer that question.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: Any how many...how
many gravel trucks do you anticipate involved in this whole operation?

MR. JONES: In a...in a peak capacity would be 300 which is
150 and 150 out.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: But how many trucks are
you gonna need to accomplish that many trips? How many trucks are gonna be
working on this project?

MR. JONES: Oh, | see what you’re saying - - probably 20
trucks. | haven’t done the calculations for that.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Mr. Chairman, |
have a question.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: And | apologize if
this is somewhere in the materials that we have but | do want to ask the reasons
for the private...DuCray...the DuCrays that own the private road back there. But
what are the reasons they gave for not allowing you to cross their...use their

road?
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MR. JONES: | personally did not have conversations with
Mr. and Mrs. DuCray. It was the owner and from what he indicated to me, again
this is secondhand, is they wanted no involvement whatsoever with allowing a
mining operation here. So | could only guess at their reasons.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Well, | mean
everything has a price so I’'m just wondering if it’'s cost prohibitive or, you know,
in the...in the owners’ viewpoint or is there...are there other reasons other than
the Mesa County landfill has closed access that way? And I’'m talking just the
private road right now.

MR. JONES: Again, I...I don’t even think that monetary
terms were discussed based upon the initial meeting. There’s...the southern
entrance or, excuse me, the southern haul route has obviously a crossing of
private property as one complication but the other complication is that of the
crossing of the Mesa County landfill. The...this option traveling south through
the Mesa County landfill we actually submitted for through Mesa County and it
was...it was denied and | can read you a letter if you have not read it already. It
is not in your packets.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: It is but it's
extremely hard to read.

MR. JONES: Permit me to, please. This is a letter from
Robert Edmiston, who'’s the director of the Mesa County landfill at the time, to
Ken Simms, with the Regional Transportation Planning Office in Mesa County.
And he says, Dear Mr. Simms, per our discussion it is my understanding United
Companies is entertaining the idea of accessing the gravel pit near the southern

end of the 29-3/4 Road via road traversing the solid waste management campus.
236



—

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

| am opposed to this idea for several reasons. Through this letter | will
summarize my thoughts within a bullet format. The access road as proposed off
31 Road is the main entrance to the organic materials composting facility. After
hours security of this facility as well as the northern boundary of the landfill must
be maintained. The proposal would involve the use of private property owned by
Mountain Region Construction. This is a lousy copy. The license agreement
through which the Mountain Region Construction accesses their gravel permit is
temporary and will expire on December 1% of 2007. Mountain Region
Construction and Mesa County have worked jointly on the provision of access to
their facilities as a function of the area’s previous ownership by the Bureau of
Land Management. Mountain Region Construction understands that access to
their facilities is based on conditions existing prior to Mesa County obtaining a
patent to the property and that their right of access is temporary. The idea is
inconsistent with County Commission Resolution Number M-C-M-96-24 outlining
the County’s process of granting easements and that it is contrary to the Board’s
designation of the area as open space and it could would negatively influence
access to and control of County facilities. The natural and our most efficient
route of access to the property is 29-3/4 Road. Thank you for inviting me to
comment on this idea.

Subsequent to that...the receiving that letter, the Mesa County
Regional Transportation Planning Office issued a denial of an access permit. So
combining the fact that you have private property and property that's owned,
controlled and maintained by Mesa County, who is unwilling to entertain the idea

of a haul route, we looked to 29-3/4 Road.
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: How recent was
that denial?
MR. JONES: Many years ago - - approximately five

years ago. Although | doubt their opinions have changed.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Thank you.
MR. JONES: Sure.
CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Are there any other questions for

the applicant? Hearing none, | will open up this hearing to the public comment
section. Again | would request that you restrict your comments to three to five
minutes. Try to prioritize your comments to what you think is most important and
what needs to be said. So at this time, | would like to hear from anyone that is in
favor of this proposal. Seeing none, | will open up the hearing to those opposed
to this proposal. Please when you come forward, please state your name and
address for the record.

MR. BAIR: My name is Carter Bair. | live at 2966 A-1/4
Road. I've been a Grand Junction resident for about...well, 11 years now. I've
been at the property site...this property site for about eight years. | have five
children. The oldest is 14; | have an 11 year old; a 9 year old; a 7 year old; and
a 5 year old. My concerns about this are that if we’re looking at 300 trucks a day
going down that road, that’s every two and a half minutes that there is a big truck
coming by. | have kids, they go down to 29-3/4 Road every morning for bus
stops at 6:30 in the morning, 7 o’clock in the morning, 8:30 in the morning, and
come back at the end of the day and there are kids from all over the
neighborhood doing that. | live right along this bus route and | think that if you

would think about your own families and think about these huge trucks coming
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down this residential road every two and a half minutes all day long from 6 in the
morning until 6 at night. | think you would think a little bit more about whether
29-3/4 Road really should be the access for this gravel pit. That's my comments.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you, sir.

MS. COX: Mr. Chairman, Lisa Cox, Planning Manager. If
we could just remind citizens to please sign in. There’s an opportunity to sign in
at the back of the room and also at the podium just to make sure we have an
accurate record of those providing testimony. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. PARROTT: I’'m Gary Parrott. | live at 2960 Great
Plains Drive here in beautiful downtown Grand Junction. I'm also the president
of the Red Tail Ridge Homeowners’ Association. Red Tail Ridge Subdivision is
approximately one block off of 29-3/4 Road; however, 29-3/4 Road is one of only
two ways we can get into or out of the subdivision so it impacts us because we’ll
be competing with the increase in traffic. | personally drive along 29-3/4 Road
every day to get to and from my house so I’'m very, very familiar with the...the
road. You may have read the letter that | sent. You may have that. I'm not
gonna repeat everything that | wrote in there.

Our major concern is that we have no grief or we don’t want to
interfere with the free enterprise system or with the exercise of property rights.
However, the utilization of that must be done safely, legally and responsibly.
With the increase in truck traffic that's gonna incur, you have to look at what type
of truck traffic it is. Dump trucks...l don’t know if it's gonna be a single or a set of

doubles or a dump truck with a trailer that’s pulling behind so that makes a
239



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

difference on how big of trucks we’re talking about. But typically the dump trucks
they’re gonna use even the 3 axle ones with a dump bed, there’s gonna be 102
inches wide and at least 40 feet wide. The roadway is narrow. It’s only a 20 foot
roadway with no curb and gutter. The dump trucks are like | mentioned before
with (inaudible) vehicles there are to deal with. You see it...you travel behind
them and they say stay away 50 feet because things are always falling off.

We are going to have a fluid trail going up the center of the road
from radiator fluid, transmission fluid, you name it, hydraulic fluid. There’s also
going to be a dirt field, debris field on either side where the gravel’s falling off, the
dirt’s falling off. It's going to accumulate to the point when it does rain or it’s
gonna be moved off the side of the road, it's going to go into the shoulder area.
Right now there is no...it’s just inadequate drainage. There’s not a ditch along
either side. That's gonna mean that we’re gonna have environmental concerns
with the collection of uncontrolled quantities along the side of the road of these
hazardous materials. Now remember you get 50 gallons or more of a hazardous
material, it's a hazardous incident. You're gonna have to respond and there’s
gonna be liability.

Also they talk about the...the road is physically designed to carry
the weight of an 80,000 pound gravel truck. However, those are not the only
concerns. To do what they’re doing, they’re gonna have to bring in some heavy
duty equipment. They’re gonna be oversized. You’re gonna have to issue an
oversize permit. They will either be too...very wide or very high. Unfortunately
you have telephone poles that are 20 feet apart on that road - - 29-3/4. There’s
no way to move those telephone poles or cables. So you’ve got to negotiate

around those if you're gonna bring in a huge piece of equipment to do your
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excavation. Also, height - - you put a big...one of those hydraulic machines on
the back of a flatbed, low bed trailer, it's going to exceed 14 feet in height and
you look at that road there’s telephone wires, there’s cable wires, they're just
above 14 feet so you got to consider that.

Then also in reality that intersection at 29-3/4 and 50, it's operating
under a waiver that was given to the City and the County years ago because it
does not meet current intersection standards when it comes to trucks. That's
why it's a three-way stop at the frontage road and 29-3/4 because you can’t have
a truck and trailer pull and stop otherwise its tail end will be out into Highway 50.

So the...the issues we have...the Red Tail Ridge Homeowners’
Association if you upgrade the road - 29-3/4 - to a full truck route with curb and
gutter and adequate drainage and signage, we have no problem with it. And a
full...full intersection, you know, signalized intersection at 29-3/4 and 50. I'm not
even gonna mention the part about their crossing over Ditch Number 2 of
Orchard Mesa Irrigation Canal. They’re gonna have to have some signs or
stripes or reflectors or guardrails or something otherwise a truck is going to go
into that canal. So unless the remedies that we have suggested in our letter are

met, we respectfully request that you deny the...the permit for this operation.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. SCHUERGAR: How you doing?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Good.

MR. SCHUERGAR: My name is Joe Schuergar. | live at the

end of Hayden. If you look at your little picture there where the canal comes,
that’'s my fence. So they’re talking about right on the other side of my fence.

Okay? Which they put in the landfill where they do the recycling and all that stuff
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and if you ever go up there in the morning time there’s always a breeze coming
from up there so that’s not very pleasant to begin with but, you know, that’s
tolerable. | work on trucks for a living so | know what they’re like as far as like
the prior gentleman was talking about leaking, all that kind of stuff. Not starting
in the wintertime. | deal with that stuff all the time. Okay?

The biggest other concern is the dust because if you’ve ever been
to a gravel pit, | don’t care what they do with the water. If they water it enough,
then they get stuck so then they chain up to get out anyway. There’s gonna be a
lot of dust, all this other stuff and with Mr. Bair talking about the kids, my kid also
walks down to the end of the street everyday - - back and forth. Wintertime
there’s...there’s no lights on the street. There’s no sidewalks and the kids are
walking both directions. Okay? And the noise as well. | mean you're talking 6
o’clock in the morning until 6 o’clock at night. Most places, you know, 7 o’clock
‘til 5, 8 o’clock ‘til 5. They access 29-3/4 Road up through the landfill. That
makes much more sense as there is already truck traffic coming down from the
landfill. There’s not adequate road for 29-3/4 Road and it runs right through the
middle of a residential neighborhood. And also the canal is another issue. |
mean what about the stuff that goes into the canal. It screws up the canal farther
down the road. But that’s about all | have to say and ...l don’t want any part of
it.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you, sir.

MR. SCHUERGAR: Thank you.

MR. McGEE: Hello, my name is Tom McGee and | live at
2976 Meeker Street and I've lived in this neighborhood for 35 years and |

remember when that road was part of the dump and the traffic was terrible.
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That's why we finally got the County to move the road is because of the traffic.
And if they come in there and cut down that hill the prevailing winds always blow
from the south right into our neighborhood so any dust is gonna come right
directly over our homes. And we don’t really want the...all the dust. My wife,
she’s on oxygen and, you know, it could really bother her a lot. And also my
grandson, he catches the bus right there at 29-3/4 and Meeker and it’s just very
dangerous with heavy trucks. In the past they have clocked vehicles coming
from the top of that hill by the time they got down there to the highway they was
doing 60 mile an hour, you know. |It...it does cause a big problem trying to stop
one of those big vehicles and | just hope you don’t allow this. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. EDSTROM: Gentlemen. My name’s Scott Edstrom.
| live at 2977 Meeker Street, across from Tom there. I’'m a first time homebuyer
over there on Meeker Street and | bought there ‘cuz it’s quiet. | live two houses
away from 29-3/4 Road and I'm on swing shifts out there at the hospital and so
at 6 o’clock in the morning, that’s halfway through my sleep period. Now | know
that the rest of the world turns, you know, on whatever they turn on but...but so
far it's been okay. You know, the trash trucks that they were talking about
earlier, they don’t get there until a little bit later in the morning. | manage to sleep
through that but | can’t imagine sleeping through big old trucks, you know,
barreling down through there early in the morning. All the dust, all the noise, all
the children, you know, going through there so | hope that...l hope we can find
an alternative. Because I’'m not opposed to free enterprise, you know. There’s
got to be a way to make a living out there and certainly we can use the...the

economic boost but that’s a residential neighborhood. Thank you very much.
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CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you, sir.

MS. ZEHNER: Hi.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Hello.

MS. ZEHNER: My name’s Carrol Zehner and | live at
114 29-3/4 Road and my house sits probably on the narrowest spot of this road
and I’'m having to back up to it. I’'m actually across from Mountain Region and
constantly when | read in their paper they keep mentioning this trucking
company. It's not a trucking company. It's a construction company that their
trucks are out working. The only time they bring those trucks in is when they’re
working on them. And if you have them pull up their map to where the other
gravel pit is, it's clear on the other side of the ridge. We are not hindered by their
gravel pit. They were denied in '94 to using 29-3/4 Road because of safety
issues. That’s the reason why the landfill has denied use of that. If you start at
the highway | have pictures.

They’re saying the number of lanes add up to 93 feet. That there’s
four through lanes and they’re counting one median, three turn lanes. Start off
with if...if you read further up it says the existing 76 foot wide roadway can
accommodate the temporary alterations. They’re counting 93 feet and the
existing alterations. They don’t have that. You can look, they’re counting an
extra lane that’s not even there. They’re narrowing the lanes. My husband’s a
truck driver. He’ll tell you that you cannot make that turn safely. We’re gonna
end up with accidents. You talk about the kids. There’s another safety issue
there. Our neighborhood had a picnic on one of the windiest days that we’ve
had - 54 signatures - and I'd like to give that to you asking for that not to be put

there.
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If you go back...County, you know, they sent a letter asking for this
to be stopped so they could re-look at it. The reason why is because it shouldn’t
be there. That road should not be used. They say what it should be...if they're
gonna use it, is they should make them finish 30 Road out so they can go
through the non-residential and even to the point they...they had said to turn it
back to 29-3/4, there’s no reason to do that. They can send it out to the east
more toward the landfill road and not even hit the residential. If you go...City
papers and | understand that they say this...it’s originally development and they
say it only has to do with development. It reads though the City recognizes the
values of its visual resources and amenities. The purpose of the ridgeline
development standards is to preserve the character of the identified ridgelines
and to minimize soil and slope instabilities and...and erosion. With doing this,
they’re taking that ridgeline. They’re taking the barrier that's been there for years
to help barrier from the landfill.

If you go on into I’'m just gonna kind of go through my papers - 12
people that were within 200 feet of where they’re moving dirt. That’s just a little
bit more than half of a football field that these people are gonna be moving dirt.
Me and my neighbors are gonna have to sit and breath this. | look out of my
upstairs window. That’s what my picture’s gonna be of. That’s what I'm gonna
be breathing every single day. When they’re going by my house, you’re gonna
be hearing their...their Jake brakes going drrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr all the way down the
road. It’s a five percent grade. Again, I...I understand that part because my
husband’s a truck driver. lt...it makes no sense.

Orchard Mesa neighborhood plan - a basic issue of the residents of

Orchard Mesa is the image of Orchard Mesa. Many residents have referred to
245



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Orchard Mesa as a dumping ground for the County and the City stepchild. A
feeling that equitable capital improvements have not been made by the City or
County on Orchard Mesa is also prevalent. Highway 50 Corridor — a major
entryway to the Grand Junction area and offers visitors and residents their first
view of our urban areas. Their view’s gonna be this gravel pit taking down the
hill. Again, you know, I’'m not the one that wrote this. This is an Orchard Mesa
neighborhood plan. City stepchild, dumping ground for the County. Image and
character issues. Threaten future views of Grand Mesa, Bookcliffs and plateau.
That was one of their issues - - their...their concerns. Their goals and
objectives. Zoning standards should require buffering between different uses to
ensure new commercial business development is compatible with residential and
other adjacent uses. This is not compatible with our neighborhood. We bought
there again for the quiet and if you guys approve it, we’re stuck with your
decision. We're stuck with the safety issues. It's supposed to minimize
incompatible uses. No additional industrial zones on Orchard Mesa. This is an
industrial zone. Have...have any of you even went out and looked at what our
neighborhood is is my concern because people...

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: We are not here to
approve this. We are here to just recommend to the City Council.

MS. ZEHNER: My understanding is that if it's approved here,

it goes through. It does not go to City Council. This is our last step.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: That’s correct.
COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Oh, | didn’t...
MS. ZEHNER: That'’s alright. Again on 29-3/4 Road |

have people constantly walking up the street, riding their bikes up the street,
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riding their horses so they can get up to the trail that’'s up on the BLM. You have
these trucks going down. That takes that away not just from my neighborhood
but all the surrounding neighborhoods there. And I'm asking, | am pleading that
you guys deny this. It's not what’s good for our neighborhood. They can find a

better place to put it. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I...I do have a couple questions
for you.

MS. ZEHNER: Sure.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: We will absolutely take a look at

your petition with the signed signatures. How many are there on that again and
then how many are in the neighborhood?

MS. ZEHNER: There’s 54 there and again this is how
many showed up - 54 signatures. That’s how many people showed up to the
picnic would have been two Saturdays...the Saturday before Memorial Day.
Windy day. In order to even talk you had to scream because you could not hear
one another.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: | understand. So you...you can’t
tell me like this is 75 percent of the...the people in the neighborhood or 25
percent. I'm...and trust me I’'m not...I'm not taking any sides. I’'m just trying to
get information.

MS. ZEHNER: Okay. | can tell you out of and I've been
through our neighborhood. We've also been talking with the mining and
reclamation. | have found one person that is for this gravel pit there and the only
reason why is he has a job with the man.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.
247



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MS. ZEHNER: Everybody else...

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: A couple other...other comments
| have in regards to your comments was as | understand it the zoning
requirements state that this operation needs only to be 125 feet from the
property line. Soin...in effect the 200 feet in reality is...is to your benefit and
again I'm not taking sides. I’'m just trying to make clarification. And then as far
as the runoff goes as | understand what | have seen, this activity will actually
help the runoff because the...the drainage and the way they’re gonna grade this
is actually gonna keep more of the runoff on site rather than allowing it to go off.
So and...and again I'm not taking sides. I’'m just pointing out clarifications.

MS. ZEHNER: Can I...would you guys like these
pictures? Would you like to see how close this is to our homes?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Well, trust me. I...l presume
most of us have been up there. We’'ll take a look at your pictures. | was up
there just today so...

MS. ZEHNER: And again if you would look at the
highway because they’re not...they’re not measuring the highway and counting
the lanes and they even have it in their own documentation - 76 feet. There’s no
93. Thank you. Do | need to sign both?

MS. COX: No, just sign once.

RYAN: My name’s Ryan. | live at 122 29-3/4 - - pretty
much on the corner of 29 and Meeker. That's gonna be 55 signatures. | had to
work that day so | wasn’t able to make it - - my wife did. It's kind of a reiteration
of everything that everyone else has already said. We also have two children.

One that does go to school and waits at the bus stop and another that will be
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pretty soon. I've been there for the better part of four years and my wife’s been
there longer. We like the quiet. About the most noise we hear is the occasional
dirt bike coming up that direction - - four-wheeler, which is great. You know,
that’s the family life that we like in Grand Junction. That’s the whole idea of living
in a small town atmosphere. Knowing people that live around you and feeling
safe. As a parent, you kinda think about this whether you like it or not whether it,
be through a daydream or a dream, but if you’ve ever asked yourself if it does
get approved say two months down the road from now somebody’s kid gets hit
and killed. Will it fall back on your conscience? Will it fall back on anybody’s
conscience thinking that this could have been prevented? Whether it be through
another alternate route or not doing it at all. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MS. FELMLEE: My name is Vicki Felmlee. | live at 178 Glory
View Drive on Orchard Mesa. | do not live in the neighborhood but | am one of
the people who signed that petition. | will tell you that. | represent two groups
this evening — OMNIA - - Orchard Mesa Neighbors in Action in which | am the
president - - as well as the National O-S-T-A — Old Spanish Trails Association.
Just recently this Planning Commission and the City Council as well as the
County Commissioners and their Planning Commission signed off on, approved
the master plan for Mesa County and Grand Junction. The words in that
document or those documents...those co-documents are pretty clear. The goal
of that master plan is to make Grand Junction the best place to live between
Denver and Salt Lake City. I’'m paraphrasing but it's something to that effect.

We were told on Orchard Mesa that our...our bonus...our thing to

look forward to was the village center on Orchard Mesa that would be patterned
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somewhat after the First and Patterson village center but would be a really great
addition to our neighborhoods, our community. This gravel pit is right across the
highway from our wonderful proposed village center. That land was just
annexed a few weeks ago by this body. How does a gravel pit right across the
street from a village center fit your vision? That’s not a rhetorical question. I'd
really like to know the answer to that because so far from city staff | haven’t got
an answer yet on that one. That gravel pit will be visible from Highway 50.

Mrs. Zehner referenced the Orchard Mesa neighborhood plan
which | understand is sunset. By the way | was president of the group that put
together that plan 20 years ago. I'm pretty familiar with it and I’'m pretty familiar
with the goals. I'm pretty familiar with what we said. This gravel pit does not
represent your master plan...your goals of your master plan nor does it represent
what Orchard Mesa wants. What hasn’t been discussed verbally at this meeting
is that this ridgeline will be taken down 70 feet. It is the only buffer this

neighborhood has between the landfill and the highway and Orchard Mesa by

proxy.
Mr....l...l don’t want to mangle your name...Mr. Eslami?
COMMISSER ESLAMI: Ebe.
MS. FELMLEE: Is that correct? You asked a very good

question about housing developments. How this would compare to a housing
development if and when that is put into this area. Now, please City staff, please
correct me if I'm wrong because | want to be corrected if | am wrong but my
understanding is that the ridgeline protection policy only pertains to housing
developments. It does not pertain to an industrial or in this case the gravel pit.

Is that correct?
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If that is correct, my understanding is correct, that housing
development would have to respect the ridgeline protection. This does not. |
hope that answers your question a little bit better. At least that’'s my
understanding of how this works.

We market our area based on (inaudible). We...we market our
area based on policies. We market our area based on our decisions. We
market our area as a great place to vacation. We market it for its open space
and for its accessibility to open space. At the end of 29-3/4 Road there is a sign
that says this road from here on end is accessible for the Old Spanish Trail users
- - hiking, biking, walking, horseback riding. OSTA, the local chapter, is
supposedly a review agency for anything pertaining to the Old Spanish Trail.
This pertains to access to the Old Spanish Trail. To my knowledge and |
talked...by the way | talked with the president of OSTA this evening. She could
not make the meeting. She asked me to represent her and the national
association as well. She never received a packet. OSTA never received a
review packet. Itis a review agency at least according to City of Grand Junction.

It should have received one. It did not.

| have here a letter that was just received today and | apologize for
the lateness but because of this issue that came to the forefront of OSTA just
recently we did receive this letter. | did pass it on via e-mail to City planning
staff. | don’t know if you've seen it. | do have copies that I'd like to give you. |
don’t want to read all of it but it does reflect OSTA’s concern about access to the
Old Spanish Trail. Minimizing it and indeed compromising it the safety of people
using 29-3/4 Road to access the Old Spanish Trail in that area. They do ask the

Planning Commission to deny this petition because the safety issue and it
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does...it ...it does concern them. Yet another access point to the Old Spanish
Trail and public lands which again we market is being compromised by this
development or, excuse me, by this industrial plan. The president does say he
has asked the national association’s president as well as preservation and
stewardship committee to discuss these issues further and to take appropriate
steps to further register and publicize their concerns including notification of the
National Historic Trail staff as a partnership of the National Trails System and
appropriate U.S. Department of Interior agencies. The Old Spanish Trail does
come under the jurisdiction of the Interior Department.

Any questions? And can | hand these to you?

MS. COX:  Mr. Chairman, you do have copies of that...that letter
that she references.

MS. FELMLEE: You do have copies? Have you seen...have
you seen this letter like | said it just came in? One last thing, just a show of
hands, how many people here are against this? Thank you.

MR. STEVES: Good evening. My name’s Peter Steves. | live
at 2982 Craig Street. I've been a resident there for 20 years now. I'd like to say
first of all that | agree with the speakers previous to me. I'd like to point out also
that the...our property values are gonna significantly suffer by this development.

It's...there’s been two houses for sale on my street for over a year now and |
believe that something....it has to do with the proposed development of the
gravel pit. | do realize the economy has been slower lately but | would like to say
that if this goes through that there’s not gonna be anyway most of us can...can
get out of there ‘cuz our property values will be lowered. | also have a...several

children and I...that access the bus stops and the thought of having gravel trucks
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that are approximately 11 feet wide going down a road side by side they’re
gonna be off the road and...and that kinda scares me a little bit. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MS. SHIPLEY: I’m Mary Shipley. | live at 2981 Hayden.
We've lived there for just a little bit over six years. We moved to Orchard Mesa
and specifically...specifically to that property because my husband was wanting
to start...start a concrete countertop business and there’s a shop there that
would be large enough to do that. The second reason we moved there was that
we had been living at 30 Road and almost the interstate and you know very well
that the racetrack’s there. And we knew that the airport would be there and the
interstate traffic would be there but once the racetrack went in we couldn’t even
be outside and talk to each other because the noise was so loud. So in order to
have a quieter life also we moved there to this Hayden address.

I’'m sure you’ve been to the landfill lately and one of my concerns
about the gravel pit going in is that every time the wind blows if there’s any loose
grocery bags or anything that can be loose no matter if there’s that tall chain link
fence and whatever else it's made out of surrounding the landfill, the plastic bags
go everywhere. [f the barrier between our subdivision and the landfill is
removed, we're gonna be the addition to that trashy area that hardly ever gets
picked up. And | want to say that | agree with about everything that’s been said
here tonight. | do have health issues and I'm not sure that the air quality is
gonna be the quality that's been promised. So | would...l appreciate you giving
a second thought or a lot of thought into approving this subdivision. Keep us in
mind because the subdivision was there first and there’s reasons we’re each

there. Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. McELHINEY: Mr. Commissioner. I'm Steve
McElhiney. | live at 101 29-3/4 Road, directly across from this project. | agree
with everything everybody said tonight. The road’s too narrow. Safety issues for
the children. | haven’t got any anymore but...and | like access to the trail. My
wife and | both got health issues and being that close to this thing and the hours
they’re gonna keep it just...just this whole thing makes no sense. A little tiny
road they’re gonna go down with these big trucks. | drive truck for a living too so
| know all about them. Worked around gravel pits quite a bit of my life and |
know about that and | just hope you guys say no to this project. I'd really
appreciate it. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. GORDON: Ladies and gentlemen.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Good evening.

MR. GORDON: Jerry Gordon. | live at 2975 Craig Street. You
can kinda hear everybody’s emotional. ltis. It's kind of a different thing. You
live in a real nice little quiet neighborhood like that and you look at all this as
being planned. You say, just think about it going in by your houses. It really
kinda makes you think. One...one thing | have heard from Whitewater Gravel
and from DuCrays that they all drilled that area and looked for gravel and stuff
and then...and that's why DuCrays shut their pit down. There’s only like 10, 12
feet of...of pit run there. And like | say it's hearsay. The DuCrays used...

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Sir, could you

speak into the microphone?
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MR. GORDON: Oh, 'm sorry. The DuCrays used
to...they hauled their material over to the dump like you have said, sir. And he
said | talked to Mr. DuCray. He has concerns. They own about half a mile of
private property there. His concerns are that he has it already reseeded and
everything then if somebody else did it that they would disturb that and one thing
| thought maybe they need to get a bond. | think they really need to look at that
if they are gonna do this. You know, | can’t see it being passed tonight. That
just seems kinda lame to me. But, you know, it seems like you guys still have
qguestions and we have concerns that, you know, it...it really needs to be looked
at long and hard. They need to look at different avenues than 29-3/4 Road like
you say.

It...it’s really kinda scary that’'s a downhill grade. The trucks are
coming in empty and they’re going out full so it's a downhill grade. They’re
gonna go down. | measured out from the stop sign to the little frontage road. It's
like 63 feet and you always have to stay back 10 feet from a stop sign. So it’s
gonna be 53 feet. If one of these trucks...two of them happen to get down there,
they’re gonna block...block that frontage road. You’re not gonna have a place
for an ambulance or anything to get into our little subdivision. The next road is
quite aways down. We look at...I call that it's gonna be Mertle’s road - - 29-3/4
Road is. It ends up we're gonna have to exit out on the road down by the dump
there (inaudible).

All the traffic’'s gonna be re-rerouting kind of that one guy was
saying. It's gonna go through that other subdivision. So it's gonna just...it's
gonna be interesting, real interesting. So they...they really need to know how

much gravel is up there. I...I kind of wonder if they’re not doing it to a good
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subdivision and that’s fine. Like | said we want to see things going to and...one
thing | see about the landscape and they’re talking about putting that into the
base of a hill. The hill’s like a hundred feet above it so you're gonna have a
hundred feet tall landscaping? | doubt that. So the landscaping doesn’t really
mean much to us.

Usually when you see a gravel pit it seems like it’s out in a flat area.
They dig a dip and then you’ve got a berm around it so the noise stays in there
and stuff. This is gonna be up on top of a mountain. So it's gonna
be...everybody’s gonna be able to see it. You're gonna hear it. You hear that
beep, beep, beep of the backup alarms going and stuff. It's gonna be
interesting.

The existing pit of DuCrays is like that one said it is to the...to the
south and it’s at the ridgeline. It's down underneath. It's like 50 foot deep so
it's...you really don’t even see it from our...our area so that’s...and the Mountain
Region, they...I live right there on the corner. They're about 75 feet from me.
They have...they have a few trucks that go by and that’s it.

One thing everybody says about kids and adults and people
walking on the roads, is that the trucks are gonna take up the road. It...it...if it
ever did go through it'd seem wise to have curbs and sidewalks ‘cuz | seen
tonight in some of the rebuttals that oh, kids shouldn’t be playing in the street.
These kids gotta walk to their friends’ house down this road. Adults gotta walk
down this road to walk their dog and stuff. With these trucks you’re not gonna be
able to walk on the road so...One thing | think about is that they have to truck all
the water in to keep that vegetation growing, keep all the dirt down so there’s

more trucks. It’s kind of a...l couldn’t believe they didn’t have a city water tap or |
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guess you can’t use water out of...of the irrigation canal for this. So it’s...there’s
another...and that’s kinda lame having to haul water into drop dust. That’s kind
of (inaudible).

Like | say usually gravel pits make a pond. That was one of my
things. It seems like a poor spot for a gravel pit and dangerous so, something to
think about. Twenty-five miles an hour. | drive a sedan, pickup. Twenty-five
miles an hour is going right along on that little road. That's what these guys can
do. You think you have a load of gravel pit going downhill at 25 miles an hour.
That's kinda...there needs to be...if it ever does through they’'re needs to be
stipulations. They need to...we have way too many trucks...that’s...300 trucks —
that’s crazy. | bet there’s probably you guys saying the road’s steady. | bet
there’s probably not 60 vehicles going down that or that...that road in a day.
You're just...it's totally gonna change that. They said they looked at different
things and like | say if...if that...that little road next to the frontage road gets
blocked that would be really kinda scary. Thank you very much. God bless you.

MS. SMITH: My name is Shelley Smith. | live at 135 29-3/4
Road. I'm just gonna call a spade what it is. They're taking that ridge down.
They’re asking for a C-U-P on that permit to put houses up there. The first time
they...they approached the City for that, they were denied. The reasons are still
the same. The area hasn’t changed other than the fact that Red Tail Ridge
Subdivision has been in there. The amount of gravel that they’'ve
sold...they...they claim that they need for their first pretense was the 29 Road
overpass. They’re not using that for that. | noticed that they just kindly didn’t

mention that today.
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In the new proposals from City staff it states that Mr. Weaver and
Schooley have to be in charge of maintenance for 29-3/4 Road. They’re not
gonna do that. They’re taking the easy way out here and our neighborhood is
going to have to pay for it. We purchased our home ten years ago. It was bare
land. We have horses. There are several other...other neighbors have horses.
We live right on the corner. Right there at...at the highway. There has been
eight accidents within the last year there. It's blind when you come out of 29-3/4
Road to the highway. They can extend it, yes. But when a big truck comes in
and they’re turning up...up 29-3/4 Road, we all know how those little cars are
gonna come out and dart out and there’s gonna be more collisions there. If
they’re going to maintain this gravel extraction, then they need to take it out a
different area. Don’t take the cheap way out here because somebody’s life is
worth money. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MS. KELCHNER: Okay, hi. My name is Jennifer Kelchner and
I’'m hearing impaired and | live at number 105 (inaudible). And the one thing
that’s (inaudible) probably because | live so close to the hill. (Inaudible) the road
that we have is so thin. You’'ve got the canal right across the road. That’s the
last thing that we need to worry about is going in and out to our property. And |
have four kids. | have three of them here with me and they love to ride their
bikes down the road. Because there’s no park close by that they’re gonna go
play. | can’t keep them off the road. The last thing that | have to worry about is
all the trucks going down the road from 6 o’clock in the morning ‘il 6 o’clock at

night.
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I’m not always going to be able to keep an eye on them. Okay? |
can’t stop them from going on the hill because they like to go for a walk up there.
They see people going horseback riding. They’re gonna want to follow them up
there and I’'m thinking they’re kids. They want to have fun. (Inaudible) up there
and on the road because it’s so close. The last thing that we have to worry
about is the trash coming over, the smell of the canal. | don’t want to worry
about (inaudible) across from my property. So I...l know | read the papers
(inaudible) is quiet. It is peaceful but to have a truck coming down the road 300
times a day from 6 in the morning until 6 o’clock. | think it’s just plum crazy. I'm
sure all of us like our privacy. So we have a young family that we have to raise.
(Inaudible) if something happened to them. And I’'m sure all of us have horses
and dogs. We go for a bike ride. We go horseback riding. We ride our bikes up
there. In the wintertime there’s snow up there. That’s the perfect place to go
sledding. So I’'m only here for them. I’'m speaking on their behalf because they
don’t want to come up here and talk. Okay? Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. WEBER: Hi. My name is Ed Weber. | live at 2976 Craig
Street and to let you all know | agree a hundred percent. Also come wintertime
different times of the year of course you all...everybody knows the ice and
everything and it’s not good that way. The roads are not acceptable.
Everybody’s gotta go out. Wants to walk, play, got kids, grandkids. Just | hope
you don'’t let it go. It's not a safe place to be with trucks coming down. It’s all
downhill = 100 percent. Down there, there’s no room like has been made before

for...on the frontage road and everything for the trucks to stop. It blocks off
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emergency access if they double up. And so, that’s pretty much what it is there.
Thank you for your time. | appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MS. ROCKOW: Hi. My name is Melanie Rockow. | live at 122
29-3/4 Road. | grew up in this neighborhood. | moved to Glenwood Springs.
Six years ago | chose to move back to Grand Junction to raise my young son
and | chose to move to this neighborhood because it's where | have my father’s
memories where | played and | know all the neighbors. We don’t have to lock
our doors at night. We don’t have to worry about leaving things in the driveway.
Most of all, we don’t have to worry about our children going back and forth from
neighbor’s houses to greet each other and play and ride their bikes. My son
rides the elementary school bus. He’s picked up at 8:30 in the morning. The
bus stop is on the west side of 29-3/4 Road across from Meeker Street. Children
come both from the west and the south side of 29-3/4 Road. The children on the
east side are going to have to cross 29-3/4 Road to get to the bus stop. They'’re
also standing on a spot of dirt that’s about two feet wide before they’re in a field
waiting for the bus.

During the winter...we had a terrible winter this year. The snow
was built up from the plow that did come by. The children were standing in the
road. My front door is 20 feet from this road and my concern is that if there’s
snow and there’s ice and there’s children standing out there, they play. You
know what happens if one of these trucks is coming too fast? What happens if
their brakes go out? There’s no safe place for these children to stand out there
and wait for the school bus five days a week. So | hope that you guys take into

consideration not only the safety issues but also the quality of life and the
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community that we have in this neighborhood. You know, everybody is...knows
everybody. Everybody knows their kids. Everybody knows each other’s dogs.
And | just hope that the quality of life and the safety and the health issues aren’t
sold to make somebody else rich. Thank you for your time.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

MR. JACOBS: Good evening, sir. My name is Lacey Jacobs.
| live at 3-0-0-9 Highway 50. | haven’t seen these people in many, many years.
| moved into Grand Junction and into Orchard Mesa back in 1993 and | stayed
here until about 1999. | left the area and went to the Front Range. | came back
just last year and this whole area has changed dramatically. The demographics
of this...the community has changed - - younger people. And what’s really
interesting is is that | can’t add any more than that which you’ve already listened
to - - the emotion of these people tonight.

| think their greatest concern is their children and the operation
of...of what they will see as certainly a turn down to the general condition of the
neighborhood. I'm a little bit to the south of these people and one of the greatest
pleasures I've had being a 66 year old man and which is one of the reasons what
brought me back was that | always enjoyed watching horses and watching the
kids play. And | don’t have children that are of that age so they’re not affected.
They live in...in other areas and other states. But | certainly agree with these
people that the general...the general feeling would be that the...the conditions
that this operation might be would certainly hinder what the very purpose of
these people coming into Orchard Mesa was.

And if anything | could ask that what you might do is certainly

consider one and two other facts is...is that Grand Junction Pipe when they
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made an application for their operation, their hours of operation were certainly
restricted and not allowed to be presented at 6 o’clock in the morning. They
were forced to take their trucks and...and send their operations out almost into
Fruita and come down the highway that way. So that would not disturb the
general neighborhood. There’s other trucking operations in this neighborhood
and they are also under a restriction as far as time is concerned. So whatever
your decision is, | ask that you certainly consider maybe amending if in fact you
do agree that you should grant these people a conditional permit. Certainly |
would ask that you consider giving them and asking them to change their hours
of operation so that it...it meets the general needs of the people a little more
personal. And that’s pretty much all | have. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

RYAN: Sorry. | just wanted to add something kind of
in defense of all the trucking issues that we have in the neighborhood. Those
people live there, you know. So it's not like we’re talking about people that don’t
know any better that want to make a lot of money or anything, you know. We’re
talking about our homes not just a gravel pit and, you know, those people that’s
their home also - whether it’s their place of business as well. So if we’re talking
about people that are going to be living on the gravel pit, then cool. But, you
know, they know...they...they keep their respect and boundaries because they
live there as well.

MS. BISHOP: Good evening. My name is Jackie Bishop. |
live right where they’re going to take the hill down. I'm probably one of the very
closest. My husband, Jim Bishop, has written two letters that you both have

gotten lately. | can’t...l don’t have graphs and | don’t have pictures and | don't...I
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can’t tell you everything that's good and bad. All | can tell you is | agree with all
of my neighbors and | would like each of you to look at each of these people.
Each one of these people represent a home that lives in one of these three
subdivisions that is going to be affected by a gravel pit. I'm...I’'m wondering how
much we have to lose.

Everybody that lives there knows that we have more wind up there
than anything. When we had our picnic | would say maybe 20 percent of all of
the people that could have come, came. The wind was so strong that we
couldn’t even talk. We were yelling. We have that a lot and with that great big
beautiful barrier hill that kids climb, horses go, we’ve done this for years. Our
home has been there for 30 years. We live right on the canal —right on it. And
(inaudible) pick my house...my...my kitchen window is the barrier hill. | walk up
there with dogs and neighbors everyday. Everyday the wind has blown tons of
refuse from the...the dump and sometimes the smell is horrible and there isn’'t a
windy day that goes by that all of us don’t say thank God that barrier hill is there
so that we don’t have the wind and the smell, the dust and everything.

| understand about free enterprise. | think that's wonderful but can
you tell me is there another gravel pit in this whole area that is in a subdivision
that is going to affect hundreds of homes? And these hundreds of homes are
going to have...everything is going to go against them, okay? Our property
values are going to just drop. We’re going to have bad environmental issues.
We’'re gonna have tremendous safety issues - - all for what? We don’t get
anything but devalued in our lovely neighborhoods and we will not get anything
for expenses. We're not gonna make any money on this. All we are gonna do is

lose. And | know that times are hard and there are folks that have come in here
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that are first time homebuyers and there are people that are retiring thinking they
have a lovely little neighborhood to live in. Granted, we have not been asked to
go on a home tour of our neighborhood or anything like that but we love our
homes as well as anybody else does in any part of this town. And | think putting
a project like this in a small quiet subdivision is absolutely ludicrous. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. Is there anyone else
from the public who would like to comment?

MS. MANGELS: Hello. I'm Donna Mangels. | live at 105
29-3/4 - - right across the street from where this is happening. That was...

is my daughter, my grandkids up there minus my grandson and I’'m up
here pleading on behalf of my grandkids. When John and Jennifer bought the
property on a dead end street up against BLM land they figured safe, quiet. The
dogs can run, the kids can run. Any given day...yesterday’s paper - - that’s the
way it is. Front page. Kids are on the road with their bikes, with the dogs, with
their skateboards, playing basketball. Horses are up and down the road. In
wintertime they’re on the hill on their sleds. In the...in the summertime they take
their bikes up there and they have their little ramps. It's very safe. It’s very...it's
a lot of fun up there for the kids and there’s kids on that road constantly.

So I’'m here as a grandmother pleading for the safety of my
grandkids as well of all the safety of all the other kids and people. There’s
people that come in on horseback that don’t even live in the neighborhood or for
their dirt bikes or whatever, their four-wheelers. There’s a lot at stake here. So
I’'m...I'm pleading, please deny this petition. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.
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MS. ZEHNER: | just want to make sure that | could give this to
you and who do | need to hand it to — the petition?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: That's fine.

MS. ZEHNER: And then | also want to say my mom and sister
couldn’t be here and they both own homes up there as well. It's not just a
neighborhood. It’s our...it's our family up there and | want to thank all the
neighbors. We’ve gotten to know each other very well because of this. So if
anything else there’s one good thing that’s happened. And again | do plead that
you guys do deny this. Thank you.

MR. KERBY: Hello. My name is Frank Kerby. | live at 130
29-3/4 Road and I'd just like to add one thing to my letter that | don’t think
enough of an effort was made to communicate with the DuCrays. So that’s all |
have to say. You might be interested in speaking to them. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. Would anyone else
from the public like to comment? Seeing no one else...okay.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: My wife already
spoke but I'm just wondering if...if you let them take the barrier hill down and find
all these problems that are true that all these people are talking about, how you
gonna solve that problem? How can you put that hill back up? Because the
smell and the environmentals from that dump, all the issues will come right down
through there with the wind. Because it blows every single day from the north to
the south and once you make a decision, it's hard to put it back up then. It's too
late. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. Okay, once again

does anyone else from the public like to comment on this issue at this time?
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Seeing none, I’'m gonna close the public hearing and | would like the applicant to
come up and address some of the issues that have been stated here and then
we may have more questions for him.

MR. JONES: Thank you, Mr. Chair. The applicant has
worked diligently with staff to ensure that the proposal before you tonight is a
quality design. It provides the absolute best in access, phasing, screening and
reclamation. I'd like to spend some time going into more so than...than | had
previously what was entailed when analyzing the three options that were before
us for a haul route.

This is an overview map showing the proposed site. The three
options - - the 30 Road corridor, the southern route through the private property
and the Mesa County landfill which sits here and 29-3/4 Road. And this is the
culvert that was spoken about under 29-3/4 Road for the Orchard Mesa Canal.
A significant amount of time was spent at the beginning of this project analyzing
haul routes and utilizing the project team which consisted of a traffic engineer,
staff from Mesa County, R-T-P-O, the City of Grand Junction and Colorado
Department of Transportation to evaluate and determine the most appropriate
haul route for the application. Many different scenarios were explored and
discarded as it became evident that 29-3/4 Road was the most viable route.

The 30 Road connection was evaluated and this is a access road
plan. What you're looking at is Highway 50 here, the frontage road, 30 Road. I'll
just briefly explain the...the different scenarios that we went through. This is an
existing street right-of-way. It's a...it's a half right-of-way for 30 Road in this
section before it accesses the Schooley-Weaver site. The difficulty of this option

as you can see from the slide is the elevation difference between the site and the
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short distance to Highway 50. This resulted in design grades for a truck haul
route of nearly 12 percent with 9 to 15 foot high retaining walls required in order
to construct a haul route within the half through driveway. It basically looked like
a highway overpass if it were to be constructed. Not to mention some
constructability and safety concerns of bringing loaded trucks off of a 12 percent
haul route into an intersection directly adjacent to Highway 50. | heard mention
of a 5 percent from some of the neighbors of 29-3/4 Road. Well you can
certainly imagine what 12 percent would look like.

This also resulted in approximately 8 to 9 feet of fill at the
intersection of the frontage road and when you combine S-curves to bring the
horizontal alignment of the frontage road back to the existing grade, you’re
looking at S-curves of somewhere in the neighborhood of 300 feet plus to the
east and to the west of the intersection of the frontage road.

We also looked at another scenario with lowering the...utilizing a
siphon for the Orchard Mesa Canal to lower the grade of the haul route closer to
10 percent. The Orchard Mesa Irrigation District did not seem willing to allow a
siphon for the canal. And the other problems that | just went through regarding
retaining walls, fill and the frontage road and still something close to the 10
percent haul route still exists even with this option.

The traffic engineer of City staff and CDOT concurred that the 29-
3/4 Road route was the most viable. Such an option is that through the Mesa
County landfill which | had spoken about. The problems of private property and
Mesa County owned property.

And the third option was 29-3/4 Road. A thorough evaluation of the

road section completed with supplemental borings of the road and as |
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mentioned the...the asphalt’s 8 to 9 inches thick. Most of your roads are 3 and 4
inches thick. Our measurements of the road resulted in something closer to 24
feet but nonetheless a level 3 traffic study was completed for the project as a
requirement of the CDOT access permit. The traffic study was conservative in
its approach and actually evaluated 29-3/4 Road and Highway 50 at nearly twice
the number of trucks than were proposed with this application; however, it was
reduced to 300 trucks...trips per day working with staff.

| also heard a comment from the...one neighbor, | believe, Mr.
Parrott. that the current 29-3/4 Road intersection didn’t meet standards. As part
of a level 3 traffic study you’re required to evaluate the intersection in a.m. and
p.m. hours. Traffic counts at eastbound, westbound, northbound, southbound
for both State Highway 50 and 29-3/4 Road was completed and as part of the
analysis a level of service review was completed. Now, there’s basically five
categories of level of service when looking at a traffic study — A being the best
and then once you get down below D, it’s...it's pretty much unacceptable. What
the study concluded was that these intersections are operating almost all of them
within the level A or B. There’s only two or three at a level C - - so well above a
level of service D. | felt that was important to note given the comment that the
intersection didn’t meet current standards.

Improvements to Highway 50 will be completed as well. There’s
approximately 1,182 lineal feet of re-striping that’s to be completed in Highway
50 to add a left-turn acceleration lane and extending the current right turn
deceleration lane. So if anything, these improvements are going to be a...a

benefit to the existing intersection - not only for trucks but for the existing
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residences in the neighborhood. A CDOT access permit was granted for this
application on May 17",

I'd like to talk a little bit about buffering. There was quite a few
comments about landscaping and...and buffering. This is an exhibit which |
believe was in your packets and it takes the four closest residence and cuts
cross-sections through them. This is a profile view of section 1 - - this is 29-3/4
Road. The residence is on the west side of 29-3/4 Road and an approximate
site line has been taken from that home. The...the dash line represents the
existing grade and the dashed line here is the approximate intermediate grade
now and...and the final grade being that solid black line here. Now what...what
the approximate intermediate grade line shows is that the method proposed with
this gravel pit is one that is going to start on the back side and work its way in
here thus leaving this barrier to the residences until the end. In addition to that,
a landscape area consisting of pods was proposed and we worked with
a...a...Barry Tompkins, landscape architect, who came up with some very good
concepts as proposed in the landscape plans that you have in your packets.

This residence on the other side of the canal accordingly will have
no sight into it once it’s finally graded and again you can see the concept with the
intermediate grade. This is the section 2 which shows the home on to the north.
This is the Orchard Mesa Canal. And again the...the landscape area with a
berm. Now there’s gonna be a combination of berming with the landscape again
as it was proposed on the landscape plan. And then this is the final profile.
Again, a home on the north side of the canal with its view here and then

landscape area with a berm that will drop down into the proposed final grade.
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The intermediate grade design is such that it leaves this section until the end
to...to take out.

Noise and impact - - as | understand it, quite a bit of the noise and
dust problems associated with a gravel mining pit's operations are associated
with the type of processing, crushing and stockpiling that's done. If you stand
and...and watch a...a gravel mine, the great deal of the noise and dust problems
that are associated with it come from that. And this application is not proposing
any of those items.

Additionally, in order to further mitigate neighboring property
concerns, the applicant is prepared to revise the hours of operation from 6 a.m.
to 6 p.m. to 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. | believe it was mentioned that the three bus
stop times...of the three bus stop times the...the latest was 8:30 a.m. So a start
up of the operation would be 8:30 to coincide such that that concern can be
further mitigated. It would essentially place the activities of the operation
completely within the workday and avoid that morning bus schedule.

Regarding the concern of children and the bus stop at the
intersection of 29-3/4 Road...this isn’t a very good slide for this but...I believe the
current bus stop is located here at the intersection of the frontage road and 29-
3/4 Road.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: It's on the corner of

(inaudible) and Meeker is where the elementary (inaudible). On the west side.

High school...
MR. JONES: Right here?
UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: (Inaudible) highway.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: Down a little.
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MR. JONES: Right here? Right here? Okay. On the west
side here on this corner?

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: So the children will
be walking across that road to get to the bus stop.

MR. JONES: Okay, thank you for the clarification.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: They also have to
walk (inaudible).

MR. JONES: We attempted to contact the Mesa County
School District 51 transportation coordinator, Mr. Dave Montoya. We’ve worked
with Dave Montoya in the...in the past when designing subdivisions and bus
shelters and things of that nature. And we specifically contacted Dave Montoya
to suggest a relocation of the bus stop potentially to something to the east
maybe even to the intersection of Whitehead Drive. The applicant’s also willing
to construct a bus stop shelter - - be it a raid shelter, a covered shelter - - to
further mitigate some of the concerns we’ve heard from the neighbors.

| heard mention of the ridgeline development standards. I'm
somewhat familiar with the ridgeline development standards given the
subdivision designs we’ve done in the past in the City of Grand Junction that
have implemented the ridgeline development standards. If you read the ridgeline
development standards in the zoning ordinance, the intent and purpose of this
section is to mitigate the construction of buildings, fences and walls. Almost
everyone of those items in bold points in the ridgeline development standards
specifically references that. This application is proposing none of these items.

There was also reference made to the Mesa County review

comments. This review comment letter dated May 26, 20-10 and I'd just like to
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take a moment to go through these. They were broken up into three different
sections. The first section was general comments. The first comment was that
the operation should be compatible with Mesa County land development
standards, hours of operations and be in compliance with sections 5.2.13 c.
through j. We analyzed our application and compared it to these sections - c.
through j.- and we meet all of them. As a matter of fact the hours of operation in
c. through j. under Mesa County’s land development code allow the operation to
go ahead to 7 p.m.

The next comment was a signal on Highway 50. That wasn’t
warranted with the proposal. And that a notice of permit and an access will be
required if the County still has partial jurisdiction to 29-3/4 Road. Itis my
understanding that the City is intending to annex the other half of 29-3/4 Road so
that basically makes that comment not applicable.

There were comments about 29-3/4 Road right-of-way about
maintenance. And again the applicant is signing a maintenance agreement for
29-3/4 Road. And then they talked about the 30 Road alignment and | believe
even a...a southern route through the solid waste facility was mentioned which is
somewhat comical considering they - - Mesa County - - are the ones who denied
the notice of intent to issue an access permit for that exact route.

The 30 Road alignment comments talk a little bit about grade and
the needs for a gate if it were to be developed but | don’t believe that there was a
whole lot of time spent looking at the cross sections and some of the
constructability and safety concerns that | have gone over with you tonight.

I'd like to take a moment to read a section from the Colorado State

Statute - section 34-1-301. And this was a legislative declaration that was
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enacted in 1973. The general assembly hereby declares that the state’s
commercial mineral deposits are essential to the state’s economy. The populous
counties of the state face a critical shortage of such deposits. Such deposits
should be extracted according to a rational plan, calculated to avoid waste of
such deposits and cause the least practicable disruption of the ecology and
quality of life of the citizens of the populous counties of the state. The general
assembly further declares that, for the reasons stated in subsection 1 of this
section, the regulation of commercial mineral deposits, the preservation of
access to and extraction of such deposits, and the development of a rational
plan for extraction of such deposits are matters of concern in the populous
counties of the state. It is the intention of the general assembly that the
provisions of this part 3 have full force and effect throughout such populous
counties, including, but not limited to, the city and county of Denver and any
other home rule city or town within each such populous county but shall have no
application outside such populous counties.

The statute was first adopted in 1963 and it has been in effect
since 1973 as | mentioned. Clearly the state sees the importance and the values
of preserving and utilizing our natural resources and gravel is a natural resource
that’s used in nearly every construction that we do in the city and the county and
the state.

The C-U-P process in my opinion is as much about maintaining
municipal control and...and jurisdiction over the use as it is in making sure the
applicant is making every effort possible to be a good neighbor. I...I believe

you’d have to agree that this has been done and that we would respectfully
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request your approval of the C-U-P application. And with that, I'll take any
questions that you may have.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: This is pretty basic but
where do...where do you measure the 125 feet from? Your property line to
the...

MR. JONES: It's difficult to tell. But the...from this picture,
but it's basically measured from the residence and so it's a 200 foot buffer in
this...in this area around the limits of grading that will be preserved.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: Well, my next question
would probably be more to the city staff, but are there any undeveloped lots
nearby that will be precluded from building because of this limit?

MS. COX: Lisa Cox, Planning Manager. | don’t believe
there would be any vacant lots that would be precluded from...from building.
This...assuming they would be built after the...the gravel mining operations had
begun. But I...l don’t believe there'd be any...

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: No | know that but what if
in the next five years they decide they want to build, are they precluded then?
Well, if they violate the 125 feet?

MS. BEARD: Jamie Beard, Assistant...

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: ...build on that lot is closer
than that, what do you do?

MS. BEARD: Jamie Beard, the Assistant City Attorney, and
it's not gonna preclude somebody else from building on their lot. That
requirement is specifically for the gravel pit in our approval of allowing them to go

forward. So they can go ahead and go forward if you approve it and somebody
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comes in later and they choose to put their house closer, then that’'s gonna be by
their choice rather than by the gravel pit. But they would be allowed to still come
and build if there is an actual vacant lot that’s available for purposes of putting on
a residence.

MR. JONES: There’s only one vacant lot and it’s
located right here.

MS. BEARD: But it's basically they come...come to the lot
then with the knowledge that there is a gravel pit back there and where they
choose to put their house then would be by their choice as long as they
otherwise meet the requirements for | believe that that’s still in Mesa County then
their land code or if it is part of the city, then they’ll still have to meet our
requirements for putting a house in. But it's not going to have an affect based on
the gravel pit.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Mr. Chairman, |
have a question.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Sure.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Mr. Jones, when
you asked Mr. Montoya, what was his response to moving the school bus stop?

MR. JONES: Unfortunately we tried contacting him last week
and we simply played phone tag for three or four days. Although in past
experience with Mr. Montoya, he’s very good to work with and I...l personally
don’t see that it would be an issue. If you look at the ground, there’s adequate
area at the intersection of Whitehead and the frontage road to accommodate a

bus shelter.
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UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: I’'m sorry but by the
frontage road it’s very close to the highway where there are big trucks going. |
don’t want my 8-year old child standing there where | can’t see him. Where I'm
at now on the corner across from the bus stop | can watch him and all the
neighbors’ children as opposed to look and see the bus stop from the inside of
our community down to the frontage road by the highway where not only there’s
traffic but the potential for somebody to abduct one of our children because
they’re so far...

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay, well, thank you for the
input. Keep in mind that this is not an open forum at this time. Does anybody
else have questions?

COMMISSIONER BURNETT: | do. I...how big are
these? What are the sizes of these trucks and will they be pulling additional
trailers behind them?

MR. JONES: As | understand it, it's gonna be a mixture of
medium sized trucks and large sized trucks. Medium sized trucks being the
simple tandem axle and then larger trucks being your belly dumps. So | don’t
believe that you’re gonna have any like double trailers being hauled.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I've...I've got a couple of
questions for you then. As | understand it the...by the agreement the applicant
is gonna be responsible for maintaining the...the road. What plans are in effect
for | guess I'll call it dropage from the trucks as they spill out of the trucks and,
you know, how’s that gonna be addressed?

MR. JONES: Well, every load is required by law to be

covered so obviously that is first and foremost is done before any hauling is
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completed and before it leaves the site. As part of the safety program | imagine
there would be monitoring on a...on a periodic basis of 29-3/4 Road. An initial
evaluation on 29-3/4 Road in terms of its condition would be completed and then
periodically be reviewed. And then obviously if there was any complaints or code
enforcement issues relative to a pothole or something like that.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: No, I'm...I'm talking about gravel
escaping from the truck and then being on the side of the road or being in the
middle of the road. Are there plans for doing regular street sweeping or
what...what is the thoughts of the applicant?

MR. JONES: A weekly monitoring program to review any
spilled material. Street sweeping is as you mentioned is certainly an option to
accommodate that. But we don’t anticipate a lot of spillage out of the trucks.
We certainly hope to minimize that.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay. Maybe | was hearing
something weird I...I don’t know. Did | hear you say that the start probably
wouldn’t happen until 8:30? Did | hear that wrong or...?

MR. JONES: Well, given some of the comments from the
neighborhood, we feel it would be better to move the 6 a.m. start time to 8:30 to
accommodate that morning bus schedule.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: So how would you feel about we
as a Commission amending this to have the start time from 8:30 til 67

MR. JONES: Amending the start time from 6 to 8:307?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: The operation from...from 8:30 in
the morning ‘il 6 in the evening.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: 5.
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CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Oh, 57

MR. JONES: 5, yeah. Absolutely.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: (Inaudible).

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I’'m sorry. We're...we're not
having a public comment at this time. Have you given any...any thought to the
potential loss of access to the Old Spanish Trail and...and any way to mitigate
that?

MR. JONES: We have and that’s...that’s difficult because
there’s no parking lot.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: | understand.

MR. JONES: Yeah. The road basically dead ends.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Right.

MR. JONES: And our...our...our current operations and the
proposed plan before you, we’re really not going to be impacting the access to
the Old Spanish Trail. What | mean by that is, you know, we’re not going out into
the right-of-way beyond the point that the road is closed. In terms of mitigating
that, the only thing I can think of is if the DuCrays were of mind, then
parking...some sort of parking lot could be developed there on their property at
the end of the road to accommodate those who wish desired access to the trail.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMS: Mr. Chairman, in regards
to that, | would like to look at Brian’s staff’s report on the page looking east and |
would like to see where that trail access is on that photo if that’s possible. |

believe it was titled looking east.
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MS. COX: You can pull it up. Is the overhead working?

MR. RUSCHE: Commissioner Williams, the photo that
you’re referring to actually doesn’t go out far enough to show the trail but | have
another photograph. | need to zoom out | guess. This is the...the site is outlined
in yellow and the trail is on the far side of the map in brown. According to
the...the city’s G-I-S, the distance between this property and the trail is
approximately 4100 feet and that’s...| measured that as the crow flies. So I'm
not sure how access is gained to the trail via 29-3/4 Road.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Are you...is the brown you’re
talking about down in the lower left-hand corner of this? Is that what you're
talking about?

MR. RUSCHE: That’s...that’s the Old Spanish Trail.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay. | just wanted clarification
on that. Do we have any other questions for the applicant at this time? Hearing
no other questions for the applicant, | do have a request for a five minute break.
We will resume at 8:15. We’re in recess.

*** A recess was taken between 8:10 p.m. and 8:15 p.m. ***

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: And are there any other
questions for the applicant? Hearing no other questions for the applicant or staff,
| am going to close this hearing right now and we will have a discussion amongst
the Planning Commission members. So we’re open for comment.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: | guess I'll go first.
Mr. Chairman, the way | see things the primary role of a governing body is to
protect the public welfare and safety. I'm torn because there’s...there’s a

balancing act here between private property rights that are a foundation of our
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country but a public safety issue which is the role...the primary role of any
government...government, excuse me. And because of that, | am going to be
unable to support the approval of this permit the way it is proposed with its
ingress and egress route being 29-3/4 Road.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: Yes. I'm...I'm opposed to it also.
| think the 29-3/4 Road has the potential to become a bottleneck whether
through accidents, breakdowns, weather, school-related issues or whatever. |
think access onto Highway 50 is gonna be a bigger problem because as |
understand it everything turns left onto the project. Although it wasn’t discussed,
I've got a problem with the discrepancy between the CDOT permit and the City
permit of two years’ gap. So I...I cannot support this.

COMMISSIONER BURNETT: | also for safety reasons

alone am opposed to this.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: For the property right, | am
for it.

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMS: Mr. Chairman, while |

appreciate the effort of the time zone change, there are still too many questions
— the biggest one being safety on that road. And also the...being the three year
period for CDOT’s portion of the permit and then the City giving five, | can’t
understand why that is. So at this time I’'m gonna have to say no also.
CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Ebe, did you want to continue?

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: No.
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CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: You know, frankly to be real
honest with you, | started out opposing this measure as it kept going and kept
going and then to be honest with you the applicant has offered to change his
hours of operation from 8:30 to...to 5 p.m. It sounds to me like the applicant is
doing everything they can to mitigate the impact of this project. And again, you
know, while | guess | would not necessarily like to have this in my neighborhood,
| do find that it fits the zoning code. It fits all the requirements that the City has
asked for it. As a strictly a property rights issue, I'm going to have to probably
vote for this measure. So at this time | will entertain a motion on this motion.
Let’s find it here. One second here.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: You got it? Alright.

| gotit. Ready?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Yep.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Mr. Chairman, on
the request for a Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver gravel pit
application, Number C-U-P 20-10, excuse me, 2-0-1-0 — 0-0-8, to be located at
104 29-3/4 Road, | move that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional

Use Permit with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff

report.
CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay, all those in favor of this say so by
saying aye.
COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Aye.
CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Aye. And opposed?
COMMISSIONER CARLOW: Aye.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Aye.
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COMMISSIONER BURNETT:  Aye.

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMS:  Aye.

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay.

MS. COX: Mr. Chairman, for purposes of clarification,
could we just do a...a count of those for and against, please?

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Sure. For —is myself and Ebe.
Is that right? And then opposed? And with that, | am going to call this session of

the Grand Junction Planning Commission to a close. Thank you for your time.
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MOTION: (Commissioner Schoenradt) “Mr. Chairman, on the request for a
Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver gravel pit application, number
CUP-2010-008, to be located at 104 29-3/4 Road, | move that the Planning
Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings of fact,
conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion failed by
a vote of 2 — 4. Chairman Abbott and Commissioner Eslami for and Commissioners
Schoenradt, Carlow, Burnett and Williams opposed.

General Discussion/Other Business
None.

Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors
None.

Adjournment
With no objection and no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was
adjourned at 8:20 p.m.




