
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
PUBLIC HEARING — APRIL 7, 1987 

7:30 P.M. - 8:40 P.M. 

The p u b l i c h e a r i n g was c a l l e d to order by a c t i n g Chairwoman Karen 
Madsen at 7:30 p.m. i n the City/County Auditorium. 

In attendance, r e p r e s e n t i n g the C i t y P lanning Commission, were: 

Karen Madsen, A c t i n g Chairwoman Miland Dunivent 
Ron Halsey Jack Campbell 
Ross Transmeier 

In attendance, r e p r e s e n t i n g the C i t y P l a n n i n g Department, were: 

K a r l Metzner Greg Flebbe 

J u l i e Russman was present to r e c o r d the minutes. 

There were approximately nine i n t e r e s t e d c i t i z e n s present d u r i n g 
the course of the meeting. 

:f. 3: :[: :f: * * * :!: M; * * * £ :f. * -J- * * •£ * * * 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER DUNIVENT) "MADAM CHAIRMAN, ON THE 
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF 
MARCH 3, 1987, I MOVE THAT THE MINUTES BE ACCEPTED." 

Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion. 

A vote was c a l l e d and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 
5-0. 

I I . ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 

There were no announcements, p r e s e n t a t i o n s and/or prescheduled 
v i s i t o r s . 

I I I . FULL HEARING 

1. #15-87 REVISED FLOODPLAIN REGULATIONS 

P e t i t i o n e r : Grand J u n c t i o n Planning Department 

1 



PETITIONER'S PRESENTATION 

Greg Flebbe e x p l a i n e d that the proposed ammendments o u t l i n e d i n 
the Grand J u n c t i o n Zoning and Development Code being c o n s i d e r e d 
were a c o n d i t i o n of continued e l i g i b i l i t y f o r the c i t y ' s par
t i c i p a t i o n i n the N a t i o n a l Flood Insurance Program, (NFIP) and 
compliance i s r e q u i r e d . 

QUESTIONS 

There were no q u e s t i o n s at t h i s time. 

STAFF PRESENTATION 

K a r l Metzner summarized that f o r the c i t y to remain e l i g i b l e to 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n the f l o o d insurance program, the recommendations 
needed to be f o l l o w e d . 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

FOR: 

There were no comments i n favor of t h i s p r o p o s a l . 

AGAINST: 

Tom Lewis of 1337 White Avenue, f e l t there were a l r e a d y too many 
r e s t r a i n t s on business and p r o p e r t y owners and that more c o n t r o l s 
were not needed. 

P h y l l i s B o l l a n of 708 S t r u t h e r s asked f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the 
proposal and who e x a c t l y was e l i g i b l e f o r the insurance. 

K a r l c l a r i f i e d the p r o p o s a l and responded that anyone r e s i d i n g i n 
the f l o o d p l a i n was e l i g i b l e f o r the insurance. 

Greg went on to say that these changes were s t r i c t l y concerned 
with mobile homes and not businesses. F u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n f o l 
lowed . 

Ms. B o l l a n f e l t t h i s p roposal sounded immaterial i f there were no 
mobile homes p r e s e n t l y l o c a t e d w i t h i n the Grand J u n c t i o n 
f l o o d p l a i n . 

Commissioner Transmeier p o i n t e d out there were c u r r e n t l y some mo
b i l e homes i n the f l o o d p l a i n . He saw a problem with mobile homes 
having to meet the r e v i s e d r e g u l a t i o n s whenever a new u n i t was 
p l a c e d i n a park. 

Mr. Lewis f e l t that i f there were such s t r i c t c o n t r o l s imposed on 
mobile homes, i t c o u l d l e a d to t i g h t e r c o n t r o l s on a l l r e s i d e n t i a l 
s t r u c t u r e s . 
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Commissioner Transmeier e x p l a i n e d that the NFIP was an insurance 
program, but he f e l t the proposed r e v i s i o n s were b u i l d i n g r e g u l a 
t i o n s which would be r e q u i r e d f o r any person wanting to get a 
b u i l d i n g permit to p l a c e a u n i t whether insurance was wanted or 
not. 

B i l l J a r v i s J r . of 1001 South 3rd S t r e e t f e l t that the p r o p o s a l 
was a form of b l a c k m a i l i n the sense that under the c r i t e r i a 
s p e c i f i e d i n the p r o p o s a l , the government would not f i n a n c e a 
house i n a f l o o d p l a i n , nor a l l o w f e d e r a l l y - b a c k e d money to go i n t o 
a house i n a f l o o d p l a i n without buying the insurance. Mr. J a r v i s 
was s t r o n g l y a g a i n s t the p r o p o s a l . 

PETITIONER'S REBUTTAL 

Greg p o i n t e d out once agai n that these changes v/ould only a f f e c t 
mobile home parks and not businesses i n g e n e r a l . He a l s o men
tio n e d that t h i s r e g u l a t i o n would only apply when there was an i n 
crease of 50% or more i n the value of the s t r u c t u r e . 

Commissioner Transmeier added that when one mobile home was moved 
out and another moved i n , there has been a 100% change i n charac
t e r f o r that space. 

K a r l commented that determining i f there was a net i n c r e a s e of 50% 
or more depended on the value of the new s t r u c t u r e . I f there was 
no s u b s t a n t i a l improvement of over 50% of the o r i g i n a l s t r u c t u r e , 
the r e g u l a t i o n would not apply. 

Commissioner Transmeier expressed o p p o s i t i o n to the p r o p o s a l . 

F u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n on t h i s matter ensued. 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Transmeier s t a t e d that he would l i k e to propose that 
the heading of t h i s p roposal be changed to read " F l o o d p l a i n B u i l d 
ing Permit R e g u l a t i o n s " , i n s t e a d of " F l o o d p l a i n R e g u l a t i o n s " s i n c e 
he f e l t that t h i s i s s u e r e l a t e d more d i r e c t l y to b u i l d i n g permits 
than i t d i d to f l o o d p l a i n r e g u l a t i o n s alone. 

K a r l p o i n t e d out that o n l y p a r t of the o v e r a l l f l o o d p l a i n r e g u l a 
t i o n s were being d e a l t with here. Things other than t h i s i s s u e 
alone would come under the f l o o d p l a i n r e g u l a t i o n s . 

Commissioner Transmeier f e l t i t was important that " f l o o d p l a i n de
velopment permit" be c l e a r l y s t a t e d and d e f i n e d i n the r e g u l a t i o n . 

K a r l reassured the Commissioner that " f l o o d p l a i n development per
mit" was s p e c i f i c a l l y d e s c r i b e d i n the Code. 

3 



Commissioner Campbell asked f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n on the extent of the 
f l o o d p l a i n area, and the number of s t r u c t u r e s that would be a f 
f e c t e d , which was p r o v i d e d to him. 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER TRANSMEIER) "MADAM CHAIRMAN, ON ITEM 
#14-87, WITH THE REVISED CHANGES AFFECTING MOBILE HOME 
PARKS, I MAKE A MOTION THAT WE DENY THIS." 

There was no second f o r t h i s motion and the motion d i e d . 

A c t i n g Chairwoman Madsen asked i f there was another motion. 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER CAMPBELL) "MADAM CHAIRMAN, I MAKE A 
MOTION THAT BECAUSE THERE IS STILL SOME DISCUSSION 
CONCERNING ISSUES IN THE PROPOSAL, I RECOMMEND THAT 
WE TABLE THIS ITEM UNTIL NEXT MONTH'S MEETING TO GIVE 
US THE TIME WE NEED TO REVIEW IT". 

Commissioner Transmeier seconded the motion. 

A vote was c a l l e d and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 
5-0. 

2. #19-87 TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING AND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE TO DELETE THE EXISTING SECTION 
5-4-6 AND ADOPT A NEW SECTION 5-4-6. 

P e t i t i o n e r : Grand J u n c t i o n Planning Department. 

PETITIONER'S PRESENTATION 

K a r l Metzner summarized the proposal as changing the manner of 
c a l c u l a t i n g open space f e e s . 

K a r l e x p l a i n e d that the new p r o p o s a l would leave, unchanged, the 
d e d i c a t i o n requirement f o r b u s i n e s s , commercial, and i n d u s t r i a l 
p r o p e r t y at the present 5% of the a p p r a i s e d raw land v a l u e . The 
pr o p o s a l recommends an open space fee to be s e t at $225 per d w e l l 
i n g u n i t f o r r e s i d e n t i a l u n i t s . 

The Grand J u n c t i o n Parks and R e c r e a t i o n A d v i s o r y Board recommended 
e a r l i e r that f o r the c l a s s e s of Human Care Treatment F a c i l i t i e s 
and Community F a c i l i t i e s o u t l i n e d i n the Use/Zone Matrix, one h a l f 
of 5% would be charged i f i t i s a p r o f i t - m a k i n g o p e r a t i o n , and 
that there would be no charge f o r a n o n p r o f i t o p e r a t i o n . With 
t h i s method, the higher d e n s i t y developments would be assessed ac
c o r d i n g l y . 
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QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Dunivent asked i f the Peterson House wouid have been 
charged the $225 per d w e l l i n g u n i t . 

K a r l responded that t h i s p a r t i c u l a r establishment wouid f a l l under 
Human Care Treatment F a c i l i t i e s . Because they were a 
p r o f i t - m a k i n g business, they would be charged the 2.5% of the ap
p r a i s e d raw land v a l u e . K a r l a l s o added that apartment houses 
would a l s o be charged the $225 per d w e l l i n g u n i t . 

Commissioner Transmeier questioned how one would determine the 
d i f f e r e n c e between Human Care Treatment Centers and apartment 
houses. 

K a r l answered that i n treatment-type f a c i l i t i e s , s p e c i a l f a 
c i l i t i e s were a v a i l a b l e such as c e n t r a l k i t c h e n s , medical 
f a c i l i t i e s , t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , e t c . 

Commissioner Transmeier asked why 2.5% of a p p r a i s e d value was used 
as opposed to a s t r a i g h t per u n i t fee. 

K a r l r e p l i e d that i t was because some of the uses i n the Human 
Care Treatment category do not have d w e l l i n g u n i t s . 

Commissioner Transmeier f e l t that h i s would be a c o n t i n u i n g 
d e f i n i t i o n problem i n the f u t u r e . 

K a r l commented that the e x i s t i n g method had some d e f i n i t i o n prob
lems, and that t h i s p r o p o s a l o f f e r e d more guidance. Th e r e f o r e , i t 
should help reduce some of the co n f u s i o n . The $225 per u n i t i s 
what the County had been charging f o r the l a s t f i v e y e a r s . The 
C o u n c i l Growth Committee had reviewed the proposal and suggested 
the c i t y remain c o n s i s t e n t with County open space c r i t e r i a . 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

FOR: 

There were no comments i n favor of the p r o p o s a l . 

AGAINST: 

Dean VanGundy of 1018 South 5th S t r e e t asked f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of 
the p r oposal which was provided to him by K a r l Metzner. 

Mr. VanGundy asked i f the proposed fee v/ould i n c r e a s e or decrease 
the amount that would be p a i d based on the e x i s t i n g system. 

K a r l e x p l a i n e d that i t depended on what was being b u i l t . The l e s s 
u n i t s put on a prope r t y , the cheaper i t would be; the more u n i t s , 
the more expensive. 
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Mr. VanGundy announced then that he was opposed to the p r o p o s a l 
and that there were too many r e g u l a t i o n s a l r e a d y . He f e l t that 
soon people w i l l not be a b l e to do anything with t h e i r p r o p e r t i e s . 

Ms. B o l l a n asked where the money f o r the open space fees was go
i n g . 

K a r l answered that a l l monies were kept i n a fund which were then 
used f o r parks a c q u i s i t i o n and/or development. 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Transmeier e x p l a i n e d there were some s u b d i v i s i o n s 
that had set a s i d e open space which may or may not count towards 
f u l f i l l i n g t h i s requirement r e g u l a t i o n . There were some spaces 
that were p r e s e n t l y c o n t r o l l e d by the Home Owner's A s s o c i a t i o n and 
not the C i t y . 

K a r l commented that i n a d d i t i o n to the p u b l i c parks, some develop
ments set a s i d e p r i v a t e open space. 

Commissioner Transmeier asked how the f i g u r e of $225 was a r r i v e d . 

K a r l responded that the f i g u r e was based on a number of f a c t o r s , 
i n c l u d i n g average p r i c e f o r land, an average p r i c e to develop park 
land, 2.3 persons per d w e l l i n g u n i t , and the needed park space f o r 
the p o p u l a t i o n . The N a t i o n a l R e c r e a t i o n of Parks A s s o c i a t i o n ' s 
minimum land recommendations per 1,000 p o p u l a t i o n i s 10 a c r e s . 
Through d i s c u s s i o n , i t was decided that t h i s f i g u r e c o u l d be r e 
duced to 5 acres per 1,000 p o p u l a t i o n because of the p r o x i m i t y to 
other p u b l i c lands. Combining t h i s data to determine the o v e r a l l 
f i g u r e , $250 per d w e l l i n g u n i t was determined. Because of the 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s from business and commercial developments and be
cause the C o u n c i l Growth Committee wanted to b r i n g i t as c l o s e as 
p o s s i b l e to the county's f i g u r e , $225 was chosen. 

Commissioner Transmeier f e l t that the proposal i n c l u d e d a substan
t i a l i n c r e a s e i n fees which he f e l t , p e r s o n a l l y , may not be war
ranted . 

Commissioner Transmeier suggested l e a v i n g the determined f i g u r e up 
to C i t y C o u n c i l . 

Commissioner Dunivent asked when these fees would be assessed. 

K a r l e x p l a i n e d that i t would depend on the type of development as 
to when the payment would be made. I f i t was a s u b d i v i s i o n r e 
q u i r i n g the r e c o r d i n g of a f i n a l p l a t , then i t would be p a i d at 
the time the f i n a l p l a t was recorded. I f i t was a type of d e v e l 
opment that d i d not r e q u i r e a p l a t , then the fee would be p a i d at 
the time the development commences. 
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Commissioner Dunivent f e l t that the developers should be s o l e l y 
r e s p o n s i b l e f o r the payment of a d d i t i o n a l park space. 
A c t i n g Chairwoman Madsen f e l t t h a t even the i n i t i a l $250 per u n i t 
fee was reasonable f o r a development designed to l a s t f o r many 
years. 

K a r l e x p l a i n e d that they had reviewed s e v e r a l other towns i n 
Colorado, and $225 was the lowest f i g u r e found. 

Commissioner Transmeier f e l t that the c i t y alone should not have 
to pay f o r t h i s development. 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER CAMPBELL) "MADAM CHAIRMAN, I MAKE A 
MOTION THAT ON ITEM #19-87, WE RECOMMEND THIS TO CITY 
COUNCIL FOR APPROVAL". 

Commissioner Dunivent seconded the motion. 

A vote was c a l l e d and the motion passed by a vote of 4-1 with Com
miss i o n e r Transmeier opposing. 

The h e a r i n g was adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 
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