
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
P u b l i c Hearing — January 31, 1984 

7:30 pm - 9:10 pm 

The p u b l i c hearing was c a l l e d to order by Chairperson Susan 
Rinker 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 Planning Commission were: 

B i l l O'Dwyer Miland Dunivent 
Ross Transmeier Glen Green 
Dick L i t l e 
Susan Rinker, Chairperson 

In attendance, r e p r e s e n t i n g the Planning Department were: 

Don Warner Janet C.-Stephens K a r l Metzner 

R a c h e l l e D a i l y of Sunshine Computer S e r v i c e s , was present to 
record the minutes. 

There were approximately 35 i n t e r e s t e d c i t i z e n s present at the 
beginning of the meeting. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Chairperson Rinker c a l l e d the meeting to order and exp l a i n e d that 
the i t e m s h e a r d t o n i g h t w i l l go on to C i t y C o u n c i l i f t h e y a r e 
approved; i f disapproved, the p e t i t i o n e r must request s c h e d u l i n g 
of the item f o r the C i t y C o u n c i l agenda. 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. 

Chairperson Rinker asked the Planning Commission for a d i s c u s s i o n on 
the minutes of the 1/3/84 GJPC P u b l i c Hearing. 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER O'DWYER) "MADAM CHAIRMAN, I MOVE THE 
MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 3, 1984 GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING 
COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING BE APPROVED AS PRESENTED." 

Commissioner Dunivent seconded the motion. 

Chairperson Rinker repeated the motion, c a l l e d f o r a vote, and the 
motion c a r r i e d unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 
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II. ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS, AND/OR VISITORS. 

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

I I I . FULL HEARING 

1. #1-84 NORTHRIDGE ESTATES FILING #4 - OUTLINE 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

P e t i t i o n e r : Steve F o s t e r , Don F o s t e r , C l i f t o n Mays. 
L o c a t i o n : East of 1 s t S t r e e t , North of F Road and 

Independent Ranchmans D i t c h , South of F.5 Road, 
annd West of 7th S t r e e t . 

A r e q u e s t f o r an o u t l i n e d e velopment p l a n of 87 u n i t s on 
a p p r o ximately 28.1 acres i n a r e s i d e n t i a l s i n g l e f a m i l y zone 
at 4 u n i t s per acre. 

PETITIONER'S PRESENTATION 

Mr. Joseph Coleman presented a b r i e f overview of the 
p e t i t i o n e r ' s o u t l i n e development plan and d i s c u s s e d the 
f o l l o w i n g p o i n t s : 

1. The proposed s u b d i v i s i o n i s surrounded by Willow­
brook on the south and by the e x i s t i n g Northridge 
F i l i n g on the north. 

2. The d e n s i t y of the proposed s u b d i v i s i o n i s extremely 
compatible with e x i s t i n g s u b d i v i s i o n s to the n o r t h 
and south. (The proposed d e n s i t y i s approximately 
3.1 u n i t s per acre — the p e r m i t t e d zoning i s 4 
u n i t s per acre.) 

3. An O u t l i n e Development Plan does not r e q u i r e the 
p e t i t i o n e r to have a s u b d i v i s i o n ready f o r f i n a l 
a p p r o v a l , which e x p l a i n s why they have not i n c l u d e d 
" s p e c i f i c i t y " i n c e r t a i n areas such as r e q u i r e d by a 
f i n a l p l a t . Mr. Coleman f e e l s t h i s e x p l a i n s the 
reason f o r some of the Review Agency comments re ­
c e i v e d . Mr. Coleman then r e f e r r e d to the C i t y ' s 
requirement f o r an ODP (under S e c t i o n 7-5-3) which 
i n c l u d e s the f o l l o w i n g b a s i c i s s u e s and q u e s t i o n s to 
be answered: 

(a) "Should these uses be allowed a t t h i s l o c a t i o n 
at t h i s approximate d e n s i t y r e l a t e d i n t h i s manner 
to the surrounding uses." 



Mr. Coleman suggested to the Planning Commission 
that t h i s ODP s a t i s f i e s t h a t q u e s t i o n . He s t a t e d 
t h a t there were no Review Agencies c o m p l a i n i n g about 
the r e s i d e n t i a l use i n t h i s area, that no one has 
taken o f f e n s e to the d e n s i t y s i n c e i t i s w e l l w i t h i n 
the p e r m i t t e d zoning, and the o n l y surrounding use 
i s r e s i d e n t i a l , both north and south. He noted t h a t 
the p r o p e r t y does j o i n F i r s t S t r e e t and some 
commercial zoning does e x i s t west of F i r s t , but he 
does not f e e l t h a t any of the proposed r e s i d e n t i a l 
zoning i s i n any way i n c o m p a t i b l e with the e x i s t i n g 
zoning. 

Mr. Coleman suggested t h a t the Planning Commission 
co n s i d e r approving t h i s plan s i n c e the main ques­
t i o n s (concerning use, d e n s i t y and how i t t i e s in) 
are s a t i s f i e d . 

4. Responding to the Review Agency comments, Mr. C o l e ­
man r e f e r r e d to Mr. Tom Rolland's l e t t e r (Rolland 
Engineering) which addresses each concern of the 
Review Agencies. He agreed t h a t a l l problems are 
recognized and the p e t i t i o n e r s r e a l i z e t h a t the 
s u b d i v i s i o n w i l l have to be b u i l t a c c o r d i n g to the 
r u l e s of the C i t y . He s p e c i f i c i a l l y d i s c u s s e d the 
concern p e r t a i n i n g to the s u b d i v i s i o n encroaching on 
the e x i s t i n g Ranchman's D i t c h and i n d i c a t e d t h a t the 
e x i s t i n g easement w i l l be respected and agreements 
w i l l be reached w i t h them p r i o r to s u b m i t t a l of any 
f i n a l p l a t s . Other a l t e r n a t i v e s such as p i p i n g the 
d i t c h , etc., w i l l be r e s o l v e d p r i o r to f i n a l p l a t . 
He added that "the ODP i s designed to i d e n t i f y the 
p r o b l e m s -- not t o deny the ODP because of the 
problems." The p e t i t i o n e r s recognize that the d i t c h 
i s there and the r i g h t s w i l l be r e s p e c t e d . 

5. Mr. Coleman d e f i n e d the r e a l i s s u e s of the ODP as 
r e l a t i n g to Access and Horizon D r i v e . He d i s c u s s e d 
these i s s u e s as f o l l o w s : 

(a) ACCESS. The Foster's p r o p e r t y i s s i t u a t e d i n 
such a manner t h a t a second access i s p h y s i c a l l y 
i m p o s s i b l e without working with a d j o i n i n g l a n d ­
owners. (It i s an odd-shaped t r a c t t h a t o n l y 
reaches o u t s i d e access onto F i r s t S t r e e t . There i s 
a l r e a d y an a c c e s s t h e r e so i t would be i l l o g i c a l t o 
say t h a t there c o u l d be another one.) Several 
a l t e r n a t i v e s have been d i s c u s s e d s i n c e 1976, 
i n c l u d i n g an access to the north. In an October 
23, 1981 C i t y Planning S t a f f memo, i t was acknowl­
edged t h a t " i t i s v i r t u a l l y i m p o s s i b l e to provide 
t h i s access as per the Foster's agreement." The 
r e a s o n s f o r t h i s was t h a t the C i t y has no ground 
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north of t h i s p r o p e r t y ( i t i s County property) and 
the County changed some s u b d i v i s i o n s which conse­
q u e n t l y meant t h a t , where a b r i d g e was planned, the 
c o n n e c t i n g s t r e e t was no l o n g e r a p a r t of the e x i s t ­
ing s u b d i v i s i o n . I f they were to put a b r i d g e i n 
t h e r e now, i t would dead-end on the n o r t h s i d e of the 
c a n a l ( i n s t e a d of the south s i d e of the c a n a l ) . 

Mr. Coleman re f e r e n c e d meetings r e l a t i v e to Horizon 
D r i v e with Northridge and Willowbrook r e s i d e n t s at 
which time C i t y Engineers asked the r e s i d e n t s where 
they would l i k e to have the access. The m a j o r i t y 
p r e f e r r e d an access up towards 7th S t r e e t . Mr. 
Coleman s a i d he f e l t the r e a s o n f o r t h i s was t h a t 
the l o g i c of an a c c e s s t o F 1/2 Road would p r o b a b l y 
d i c t a t e the vast m a j o r i t y of the people always using 
the F i r s t S t r e e t access anyway (which would not 
a f f e c t the c u r r e n t t r a f f i c problems). 

Mr. Coleman asked the Planning Commission to 
c o n s i d e r the q u e s t i o n of the access towards 7th 
S t r e e t . He showed how t h e i r p l a n on F i l i n g #4 shows 
an access along the southern p o r t i o n of the property, 
proceeding from the e x i s t i n g access on F i r s t S t r e e t 
a l l the way over to the F o s t e r s ' east boundary l i n e . 
He suggested t h a t the Planning Commission and 
Planning S t a f f r e q u i r e the F o s t e r s to work with the 
a d j o i n i n g neighbors to o b t a i n the c o n t i n u a t i o n of F 
Road to 7th S t r e e t which w i l l a l l o w Northridge 
r e s i d e n t s d i r e c t access to F i r s t S t r e e t and 7th 
S t r e e t . Both suggested accesses would p r o v i d e the 
s a f e t y requirements f o r double access and Northridge 
r e s i d e n t s would have easy access i n a l l d i r e c t i o n s 
(to the M a l l , to the h o s p i t a l , to the a i r p o r t , to 
the C i t y , e t c . ) . A l l o w i n g access along the southern 
c o r r i d o r would a l s o " t o t a l l y e l i m i n a t e s the r i s k of 
encouraging through t r a f f i c . " P l a c i n g the access to 
7th S t r e e t any f u r t h e r north w i l l encourage some 
through t r a f f i c , but a l l o w i n g N o r t h r i d g e to stay 
somewhat as a "looped s u b d i v i s i o n , " w i l l a l l o w 
Northridge to have double access and not get any 
o u t s i d e t r a f f i c . 

In summary, the p e t i t i o n e r s recognize that a second 
access i s needed and they propose that i t proceed 
along the s o u t h e r l y boundary of the p r o p e r t y and 
that the development be c o n d i t i o n e d upon the 
F o s t e r s o b t a i n i n g some type of access along t h a t 
border. Mr. Coleman's f i n a l comment on access was 
t h a t "no matter where you put the access, the 
homeowners i n the immediate v i c i n i t y are not going 
to be p l e a s e d . " 
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(b) HORIZON DRIVE. Mr. Coleman made the statement 
that "Horizon D r i v e does not e x i s t and the F o s t e r s 
cannot develop a p i e c e of ground around a 
h y p o t h e t i c a l road." He added t h a t the C i t y i s 
t a k i n g a very "candid and o p t i m i s t i c approach t h a t 
t h i s road w i l l be a c q u i r e d i n 1984." Mr. Coleman 
suggested t h a t the C i t y needs to "look a t t h e i r 
f i l e s beginning i n September, 1976 when the C i t y 
s t a t e d they needed the Horizon D r i v e C i t y c o r r i d o r as 
t h e y a r e r i g h t on the v e r g e of f i n a l i z i n g where t h a t 
road's going to be." Mr. Coleman a l s o noted t h a t i n 
A p r i l 1977 the C i t y was w a i t i n g f o r an E1S Study 
which " i s r i g h t around the corner and w i l l be done." 
Mr. Coleman s t a t e d that " A l l the way through the 
f i l e s , you have the same t h i n g — the road i s a l w a y s 
s i x months away." Mr. Coleman repeated h i s e a r l i e r 
statement t h a t "the F o s t e r s cannot develop a p i e c e of 
p r o p e r t y around a h y p o t h e t i c a l road" and suggested 
t h a t the C i t y go about i t s b u s i n e s s and a l l o w t h e 
F o s t e r s to go about t h e i r s . He f u r t h e r s t a t e d t h a t 
the C i t y knows t h a t " i f tomorrow they want t h a t 
road, they can walk i n and condemn i t , and the C i t y 
s h o u l d not be a b l e to show up a t a P l a n n i n g S t a f f or 
Planning Commission Hearing and say t h a t they might 
want t h a t road and we might want i t h e r e or here or 
here..." 

In summary, Mr. Coleman s t a t e d t h a t t h i s i s the 
reason t h e i r p l a n ignores Horizon D r i v e — because 
Horizon D r i v e has been ignored f o r condemnation 
purposes by the C i t y and i t i s not f a i r to hold up 
the F o s t e r s s i n c e they are w i l l i n g to develop t h i s 
p roperty. He added t h a t "Horizon D r i v e should not 
be given any more c o n s i d e r a t i o n u n t i l the C i t y 
commits to a c q u i r i n g property." Mr. Coleman a l s o 
commended the predecessors of the Planning 
Commission that p u b l i c a l l y passed a r e s o l u t i o n to 
t a b l e t h i s item, s t a t i n g "We urge the C i t y to a c t 
q u i c k l y on Horizon Drive." Mr. Coleman s t a t e d that 
the C i t y ignored t h a t and d i d not act. 

Mr. Coleman concluded t h a t "there i s no b a s i s i n any 
of the ordinances of Grand J u n c t i o n which a l l o w s an 
ODP to be c o n s i d e r e d e i t h e r f a v o r a b l y or d i s f a v o r a b l y 
because the C i t y may, i n the f u t u r e , wish to put i n 
a road here or there; t h e r e f o r e , the p e t i t i o n e r s urge 
the Planning Commission to c o n s i d e r t h e i r ODP and 
Tom Rolland's l e t t e r i n response to the Review 
Agency comments and not to impose an a r b i t r a r i l y 
a d d i t i o n a l requirement that t h i s development wait 
another four years or even another day because 'there 
may be a Horizon D r i v e someday. 1" 



QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Transmeier asked Mr. Coleman to c l a r i f y whether 
the north road they have proposed does or does not connect 
to North Acres Road. 

Mr. Coleman r e p l i e d t h a t the North Acres Road, to the best 
of h i s understanding, goes to a d e d i c a t e d p a r c e l of land but 
no road, which would r e q u i r e a b r i d g e and the C i t y would 
have to put i n a road to connect to 7th S t r e e t from there. 
He added t h a t no one has t h e R i g h t Of Way g o i n g n o r t h but 
the C i t y Engineers have i n d i c a t e d there i s Right Of Way 
a v a i l a b l e i n one l o c a t i o n . 

STAFF PRESENTATION 

Janet Stephens s t a t e d t h a t Planning S t a f f has concerns with 
two major i s s u e s — Access and the Horizon D r i v e Extension. 

1. ACCESS. S t a f f f e e l s t h a t a b r i d g e from North Ridge 
D r i v e over the c a n a l t o N o r t h A c r e s would be a pprop­
r i a t e , and t h a t C l o v e r d a l e Court c u r r e n t l y has access 
from Kingswood Drive. The new s u b d i v i s i o n would d e l e t e 
t h i s d e d i c a t e d d r i v e and s u b s t i t u t e new l o t s . Another 
c o n c e r n w i t h r e s p e c t t o a c c e s s i s the f a c t t h a t F i r s t 

- S t r e e t i s designated a minor a r t e r i a l and s e v e r a l l o t s 
are shown that would appear to gain access onto F i r s t 
S t r e e t . A l s o the f a c t t h a t there are double frontage 
l o t s shown on the ODP i s a concern. 

Janet i n t r o d u c e d Ken Reedy, C i t y Engineer, to d i s c u s s 
these concerns. 

Ken Reedy s t a t e d t h a t t h e i r philosophy i n reviewing t h i s 
p lan i s t h a t i t i s an ODP and they have addressed the 
problems they see with i t . He s a i d t h a t " s ince the 
developer d i d not s p e c i f i c a l l y address the Horizon D r i v e 
C o r r i d o r , we addressed many of the problems without the 
assumption of Horizon D r i v e C o r r i d o r being there and then 
we f o l l o w e d t h a t with the statement t h a t C o u n c i l has 
approved the a c q u i s i t i o n of the p r o p e r t y through t h i s p a r c e l 
l a t e i n 1983 and we a r e under d i r e c t i o n by the C o u n c i l to 
a c q u i r e t h a t property. Therefore, there i s an a r t e r i a l road 
c o r r i d o r designated between F i r s t and Seventh S t r e e t i n a 
Horizon D r i v e minor." 

Ken commented that h i s p h i l o s o p h y on t h i s i s "that t h i s 
C o r r i d o r i s l i k e any other a r t e r i a l c o r r i d o r , i n t h a t we 
f r e q u e n t l y request d e d i c a t i o n of p r o p e r t y or r e s e r v a t i o n of 
p r o p e r t y by a developer adjacent to an a r t e r i a l road 

^ c o r r i d o r t h a t i s not developed today (Patterson Road, for 
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instance)." They do request r e s e r v a t i o n or d e d i c a t i o n of 
pro p e r t y a d j o i n i n g an a r t e r i a l road c o r r i d o r . 

Ken s t a t e d : "Mr. Coleman's e v a l u a t i o n of the access to 
F 1/2 Road may be not q u i t e c u r r e n t . C i t y S t a f f has met 
with the Mesa County Commissioners w i t h i n the l a s t t hree 
weeks and r e c e i v e d f o l l o w u p on a c c e s s t o F 1/2 Road v i a N o e l 
Ridge Lane and the i n d i c a t i o n from the Commissioners was 
th a t they would provide the r i g h t s of condemnation on that 
p a r c e l r e q u i r e d to continue that access. We f e e l t h a t the 
developer has committed to completing t h a t access i n h i s 
p r i o r development and t h a t the a c q u i s i t i o n of the r i g h t of 
way t o the n o r t h i s r e a l l y an i s s u e t h a t the C i t y needs t o 
address. We are c u r r e n t l y n e g o t i a t i n g w i t h the p r o p e r t y 
owner to the north to a c q u i r e that property. We do have the 
County's promise that we can use t h e i r r i g h t of condemna­
t i o n , i f necessary, to a c q u i r e that. The access to 7th 
S t r e e t , S t a f f f e e l s , i s a p p r o p r i a t e across the extension of 
North Ridge Dr i v e to North Acres as an a l t e r n a t e access and, 
i n the p u b l i c m e e t i n g Mr. Coleman r e f e r r e d to, t h e r e was an 
i n f o r m a l straw p o l l a s k i n g the r e s i d e n t s present whether 
they p r e f e r r e d Noel Ridge access to F 1/2 Road or access to 
7th S t r e e t , or both accesses. The number of people i n 
favor of both accesses was very n e a r l y the same as the 
number of people who favored o n l y an access to 7th S t r e e t . 
Because of the developers acceptance of the o b l i g a t i o n to 
b u i l d the brid g e to F 1/2 Road, we f e e l t h a t i t i s probably 
a p p r o p r i a t e that both of those accesses be extended." 

Ken n o t e d t h a t he d i d not know how the F i r e Department 
f e e l s , but from h i s p e r s p e c t i v e . Horizon D r i v e C o r r i d o r i s 
not e n t i r e l y a m i t i g a t i o n of the second access requirement 
— i t doesn't provide what he c o n s i d e r s adequate f i r e 
p r o t e c t i o n access to the north end of the s u b d i v i s i o n . 

Addressing the " h y p o t h e t i c a l road s i t u a t i o n " (Horizon 
D r i v e ) , Ken s t a t e d that " i t i s a hard one to address, but 
we f e e l t h a t the C i t y does have an o b l i g a t i o n t o d e s i g n a t e 
a r t e r i a l r o a d c o r r i d o r s and t h a t we have i n the p a s t had a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p with the Planning Commission t h a t d i d a l l o w us 
to make r e s e r v a t i o n s on a d j o i n i n g p r o p e r t y owners where that 
i s a p p r o p r i a t e , and we f e e l that t h i s i s an a p p r o p r i a t e 
l o c a t i o n . " 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "You s a i d C i t y C o u n c i l has given you 
d i r e c t i o n to get s t a r t e d w i t h t h a t Horizon Right Of Way? 
What steps have been taken?" 

Ken Reedy: "The boundary has been d e f i n e d , the p r o p e r t y has 
been a p p r a i s e d , the areas have been c a l c u l a t e d — b a s i c a l l y , 
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a l l steps have been taken except f o r condemnation procedures 
and f o r purchase." 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "Okay, i f you get the p r o p e r t y to the 
north (the p r o p e r t y the County i s i n v o l v e d i n ) , do I 
understand t h a t the developer i s o b l i g a t e d to b u i l d the 
bridge then?" 

Ken Reedy: "Based on my understanding of h i s agreement i n 
F i l i n g 2 or 3, he has agreed to b u i l d t h at bridge. We 
requested e a r l i e r t h i s year that he submit us a schedule 
and t i m e t a b l e as t o how he would p r o c e e d to b u i l d t h a t 
b r i d g e b e f o r e the water i s t u r n e d i n t o the c a n a l t h i s 
s p r i n g , but to date we haven't r e c e i v e d a response to that 
request." 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "It's what, two to three months before 
the water comes back i n t o the c a n a l ? " 

Ken Reedy: "Yes. Based on my knowledge that b r i d g e has 
been d e s i g n e d and i t s h o u l d be up f o r b i d I assume i n the 
near f u t u r e . " 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "Then r e f e r r i n g to the other bridge 
over t o the e a s t t h a t t i e s i n w i t h N o r t h A c r e s Road, who 
w i l l b r i d g e that bridge? I t sounds l i k e the developer i s 
not prepared to because he doesn't want t o . " 

Ken Reedy: "We f e e l t h a t i t i s a reasonable request to ask 
the developer to b u i l d t h at b r i d g e . " 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "Then the C i t y would continue the 
road over to 7th S t r e e t ? " 

Ken Reedy agreed to t h a t . 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "Then as f a r as you know i t ' s o n l y 
been a p p r o p r i a t e d f o r t h a t , or would he j u s t b u i l d the 
b r i d g e a c r o s s the c a n a l and then i t would s i t t h e r e f o r two 
or three years u n t i l the C i t y a p p r o p r i a t e d the money?" 

Ken Reedy: " T h e o r e t i c a l l y , we haven't budgeted s p e c i f i c a l l y 
f o r t h at property; however, there may be funds a v a i l a b l e i n 
the 1984 budget." 

Commissioner Transmeier: "On the s t a t u s of Horizon D r i v e , 
i s i t your understanding then that you are going to go ahead 
wi t h the condemnation proceedings on t h a t land or purchase, 
or does t h a t r e q u i r e another vote by C i t y C o u n c i l to decide 
t h a t ? " 

Ken Reedy: "Based on our l a s t d i r e c t i o n from C i t y C o u n c i l , 
we have the a u t h o r i t y to go ahead w i t h a c q u i s i t i o n or 
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condemnation of that p r o p e r t y as r e q u i r e d . " 

Commissioner L i t l e : "On what timeframe?" 

Ken Reedy: "As soon as p o s s i b l e . " 

Commissioner L i t l e : "What does t h a t mean?" 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "Four years ago they s a i d the same 
t h i n g . " 

Commissioner L i t l e : "20 minutes or 20 months or what..?" 

Ken Reedy: "As I s a i d , we have a l l the i n f o r m a t i o n neces­
s a r y to do that and we haven't been up to date based on our 
request from the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . " 

Commissioner Dunivent: "You s a i d the land f o r Horizon D r i v e 
has been appraised?" 

Ken Reedy: " I t has been a p p r a i s e d . " 

Commissioner Dunivent: "And i t i s probably a p p r a i s e d a l o t 
d i f f e r e n t l y now than i t would be i f t h i s was approved and 
some b u i l d i n g was done there — the c o s t would be i n c r e a s e d 
c o n s i d e r a b l y . I f t h i s goes on and on ... I t h i n k the C i t y 
needs to get busy." 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Chairperson Rinker reminded the audience t h a t an O u t l i n e Develop­
ment Plan i s being heard, t h a t Horizon D r i v e i s not being debated, 
and asked f o r comments only on the plan. 

IN FAVOR: 

Joan Razor, Northridge r e s i d e n t , spoke i n favor of the plan 
and r e s i d e n t i a l development i n t h i s area. She s t a t e d that 
she "could not not address Horizon D r i v e j u s t f o r one 
statement," adding t h a t when they moved to Northridge, 
t h e y were t o l d H o r i z o n D r i v e was g o i n g to be t h e r e (6 or 7 
years ago) and the E1S (Environmental Impact Statement) 
c a l l e d f o r a two-lane road, which i s what was approved and 
f o r which a 3-5 year study was prepared. She added that she 
doesn't know how i t happened, but i t i s now a f o u r - l a n e 
highway f o r that s t r e t c h . She t h i n k s the e x i t to 7th 
S t r e e t looks good and the m a j o r i t y of the r e s i d e n t s want 
that. She f e e l s the developers have been h e l d up long 
enough and should be allowed to b u i l d i t . 
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Warren J o n e s , owner of a s m a l l p a r c e l of l a n d t h a t i s not 
p a r t of the p l a n , s t a t e d that as the plan i s proposed i t 
w i l l a l l o w parking i n the Right Of Way on h i s p r o p e r t y which 
would r e s u l t i n a law s u i t . He s a i d he i s s u r e t h i s p r o b l e m 
t h a t can be worked out with the developers. He a l s o f e e l s 
the developers have been h e l d up too long and i s s u r p r i s e d 
they haven't sued the C i t y which he f e e l s they have a r i g h t 
to do. He f e e l s the developers are o f f e r i n g to b u i l d a road 
a t no c o s t t o the C i t y which he t h i n k s i s a p r e t t y good 
d e a l ( f o r the C i t y ) . 

Commissioner Green: "Mr. Jones, you s a i d they have agreed 
to ..." 

Warren Jones: "No. I s a i d I hope they w i l l , they haven't; 
nobody has d i s c u s s e d anything w i t h me." 

The Commissioners requested Mr. Jones to p o i n t out the 
l o c a t i o n of h i s p r o p e r t y on the map. Mr. Jones complied. 

Mr. Coleman: "At a p r e v i o u s m e e t i n g i t was a g r e e d w i t h the 
Planning Commission t h a t t h i s would not come before t h i s 
Commission again u n t i l we reached agreement on t h i s and t h i s 
should be i n the minutes of the l a s t meeting." 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "That w i l l be t o t a l l y l a n d - l o c k e d 
then." 

Mr- Coleman: "The agreement was i t would not be brought 
here again u n t i l we reached an agreement." 

Paul Redden, r e s i d e n t of C l o v e r d a l e Ct., t h i n k s a p e t i t i o n 
can be obtained and signed by 95-98% of the r e s i d e n t s l i v i n g 
i n N o rthridge s t a t i n g they support the F o s t e r s . 

COMMENTS AGAINST THE PROPOSAL: There were no comments. 

PETITIONER'S REBUTTAL 

Mr. Coleman s t a t e d t h a t he was v e r y i n t r i g u e d t o hear t h a t 
the C i t y would l i k e them to b u i l d two b r i d g e s . He added 
that the F o s t e r s do not deny t h a t the C i t y i s going to get 
one b r i d g e and t h a t the r e s i d e n t s of Northridge are e n t i t l e d 
to two accesses. He sees the r e a l i t y being t h a t the C i t y 
i s u s i n g methods to s t o p the s u b d i v i s i o n so t h e y can con­
t i n u e p r o c a s t i n a t i n g on Horizon D r i v e . 

Chairperson Rinker: "Excuse me, I think you misunderstood. The 
p r i o r developer promised to put i n the b r i d g e . " 
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Mr. Coleman: "That i s the F o s t e r s . They agreed to one 
b r i d g e and t h e r e would have been one b r i d g e t o the n o r t h i f 
the County hadn't 'botched' i t up. One bridge w i l l be given 
and i f the C i t y i s s o l d on F 1/2, the F o s t e r s w i l l comply. 
I t would be a shame t o i g n o r e the w i s h e s of N o r t h r i d g e , but 
i t won't c o s t the F o s t e r s any more to put a bridge there 
than a b r i d g e some p l a c e e l s e . The road the F o s t e r s propose 
along the canal i s i n b a s i c alignment w i t h what they 
suggested Horizon D r i v e should be — and i t ' s t r u e . The 
only way the C i t y can get t h a t road without any expenditures 
i s to get on the bandwagon and support t h i s s u b d i v i s i o n . 
P u t t i n g through Horizon D r i v e i s going to be horrendously 
expensive." In c o n c l u s i o n , Mr. Coleman s t a t e d t h a t the 
"whole t h i n g b o i l s down to Horizon D r i v e " and he encouraged 
the Planning Commmission to l i s t e n t o the Northridge 
r e s i d e n t s . He asked, "When was the l a s t time someone came 
i n w i t h a development of 80-some homes i n a h i g h l y developed 
area and no one stood up i n o p p o s i t i o n ? The p l a n has no 
opponents except the C i t y f o r t h e i r road, but there i s no 
ordinance which says they can stop a development so they can 
think about roads." 

STAFF REBUTTAL 

P e t i t i o n e r mentioned t h a t he thought access concerns (re: 
s t a f f p r e s e n t a t i o n ) had been s u f f i c i e n t l y addressed i n 
response comments and t h e r e f o r e didn't need to be brought 
up. Janet Stephens s t a t e d that the access concerns were 
con s i d e r e d to be of major importance and f e l t they should be 
s p e c i f i c a l l y mentioned. 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Green asked the p e t i t i o n e r what h i s i n t e n t i o n s 
were f o r Mr. Jones' p a r c e l of land (the southeast corner of 
the block) . 

Mr. Coleman s t a t e d t h e i r i n t e n t i o n s were to provide access 
o f f the c ul-de-sac i n t o t h i s southeast corner. 

Chairperson Rinker s a i d : " B a s i c a l l y , before t h i s i s approved you 
w i l l have to re-do the whole plan anyway, s i n c e your l o t s aren't 
b i g enough and the d i t c h i s i n the way, c o r r e c t ? " 

Mr. Coleman: "Those were our thoughts..." 

Mr. J o n e s : "I have an easement w h i c h runs down the west 
s i d e of the b i g map and i t goes down where i t t u r n s the 
corner and enters where C l o v e r d a l e i s and extends from there 
a l l the way to F i r s t S t r e e t . The road has been there f o r 
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approximately 7 years. I won't accept j u s t whatever they 
choose, but I would be w i l l i n g to n e g o t i a t e . " 

Mr. F o s t e r : "He has a 7 1/2' easement on our p r o p e r t y . " 

Mr. Coleman: "The easement i s on the Foster's and the 
a d j o i n i n g p r o p e r t y and I think there has been fences 
c o n s t r u c t e d on the a d j o i n i n g property. We have been t r y i n g 
to g i v e a l t e r n a t i v e access so i t wouldn't cause a problem 
w i t h the e x i s t i n g f e n c e s . We f e e l t h a t even i f we r e s p e c t 
the 7 1/2' on our pr o p e r t y , i t r e a l l y doesn't leave a good 
u s a b l e easement w h i c h i s why we show the roa d i n as c l o s e as 
we c o u l d so we would have a c t u a l paved road a c c e s s , but we 
acknowledge i t i s a c o n c e r n and i t w i l l be a d d r e s s e d i n a 
p r e l i m i n a r y p l a n . " 

Mr. F o s t e r : "We w i l l be more than happy t o work s o m e t h i n g 
d i f f e r e n t out." 

Chairp e r s o n Rinker: "I'm sure t h a t when you get to p r e l i m i n a r y 
you w i l l be doing other t h i n g s d i f f e r e n t . " 

Jim P a t t e r s o n : "I think anything I could say would be 
p r e t t y much redundant, but I w i l l make a b r i e f comment. The 
north access on F i l i n g #2 i s not the C i t y ' s access. I t was 
i n the p l a n d e s i g n e d by the d e v e l o p e r and i t was ap p r o v e d by 
the Planning Commission and C i t y C o u n c i l . We f e e l another 
access to 7th S t r e e t i s warranted by t h i s development and 
f e e l the previous commitment by the developer should be 
done. In a d d i t i o n to t h i s , as a separate i s s u e , we f e e l 
another access i s r e q u i r e d as p a r t of t h i s development also." 

Chairperson Rinker c l o s e d the p u b l i c hearing and requested a 
motion. 

Commissioner O'Dwyer pr e f a c e d h i s motion by s t a t i n g t h a t he 
f e e l s the Horizon D r i v e s i t u a t i o n has "gone on long enough 
and t h a t the C i t y e i t h e r needs t o g e t moving on i t or f o r g e t 
i t . " 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER O'DWYER) "ON ITEM #1-84, NORTHRIDGE 
ESTATES FILING #4, OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN, I MOVE WE 
FORWARD THIS TO CITY COUNCIL WITH THE RECOMMENDATION OF 
APPROVAL." 

Commissioners L i t l e and Transmeier seconded the motion 
s i m u l t a n e o u s l y . 
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DISCUSSION OF THE MOTION 

Commissioner Transmeier: "I t h i n k B i l l (O'Dwyer) i s r i g h t . 
It's time f o r a d e c i s i o n . The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n as Ken s a i d i s 
s t i l l h o l d i n g up the a c q u i s i t i o n of the p r o p e r t y f o r Horizon 
D r i v e , so i t ' s e i t h e r do i t or not do i t . P e r s o n a l l y , I 
f e e l l i k e that's probably the wrong p l a c e f o r Horizon D r i v e 
to come through. Regarding the second q u e s t i o n as to access 
p o i n t e d out by Mr. P a t t e r s o n — I would l i k e to see access 
from that p r o p e r t y i n t o 7th somehow along North Acres Road 
and t h a t road would have to be opened up somewhere and I 
think we've looked to the developers f o r some of that (with 
a b r i d g e or something) on t h a t p o r t i o n . I f there i s a l r e a d y 
a previous commitment that the north access be put i n d e f i ­
n i t e l y , then that's a separate question." 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: " I t wasn't proposed i n t h i s i s s u e . " 

Commissioner Transmeier: "No, i t ' s i n F i l i n g #2 but I think 
i t i s a q u e s t i o n . I think we ought to make i t a q u e s t i o n to 
have access going east to 7th, or at l e a s t a c c e s s i b l e at the 
minimum." 

Chairperson Rinker repeated the motion and requested a vote. The 
motion c a r r i e d unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 

The meeting was recessed f o r a 10-minute break and c a l l e d back to 
order at 8:30 p.m. 
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#57-83 AMENDMENT TO THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING AND DEVELOP­
MENT CODE 

P e t i t i o n e r : Colorado Home B u i l d e r s A s s o c i a t i o n / J o h n B a l l a g h . 

A request to amend p o r t i o n s of the Grand J u n c t i o n Zoning 
and Development Code regarding s i g n code r e g u l a t i o n s to 
allo w c e r t a i n o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n s i n r e s i d e n t i a l zones. 
Copies a v a i l a b l e at the Grand J u n c t i o n Planning Department, 
559 White Avenue, Room #60, 244-1628. 

PETITIONER *S PRESENTATION 

John B a l l a g h , r e p r e s e n t i n g the Home B u i l d e r s A s s o c i a t i o n , 
d i s c u s s e d the f o l l o w i n g amendments and new changes to the 
amendment as presented: 

1. As a r e s u l t of a c o n v e r s a t i o n w i t h K a r l M e t z n e r , we 
agree to withdraw our pre v i o u s request to add "develop­
ment or l o t s a l e s " under S e c t i o n 5-7-4-C. 

2. We would l i k e t o add the new s e c t i o n i n the R e s i d e n t i a l 
Zone i n the Development Book. John addressed questions 
put t o him by K a r l Metzner: 

(a) The worry about businesses r e q u e s t i n g a s i m i l a r use 
f o r o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n s i n r e s i d e n t i a l areas. T h i s a d d i ­
t i o n would go i n the Code where i t t a l k s about s i g n s , 
a d v e r t i s i n g , s u b d i v i s i o n s , or other p r o j e c t s being 
developed. I t doesn't t a l k about permanent type b u s i ­
nesses, i t t a l k s about s u b d i v i s i o n or development, and 
there i s th a t l i m i t a t i o n . John does not p e r c e i v e that 
same d i f f i c u l t y w i t h businesses r e q u e s t i n g the use. 

(b) The s i z e of the si g n . John r e f e r r e d to the Code 
(under Signs, A d v e r t i s i n g , S u b d i v i s i o n s and P r o j e c t s ) , 
where i t s t a t e s : " S i g n s i n the model home a r e a and on 
the s u b d i v i s i o n s i t e should not exceed a t o t a l aggregate 
of 200 square feet." John suggested they say "those 
s i g n s i n the model home a r e a and ON and OFF the s i t e d i d 
not exceed a t o t a l aggregate of 200 square f e e t , " s i n c e 
200 square f e e t i s a tremendous amount of aggregate. 
Secondly, John d i s c u s s e d another r e f e r e n c e i n the Sign 
Cade about "32 square f e e t " which i s a convenient 4 x 8 
s i z e s i g n . A d i f f e r e n t s i z e s i g n was suggested. John 
s t a t e d t hat a 32 square f o o t s i g n i s an "easy handle to 
pick up and there's nothing magic about that." He 
d i s c u s s e d t h i n g s t h a t would go "on and o f f " the premise 
s i g n would i n c l u d e : a d i r e c t i o n a l arrow, the name of 
the development, perhaps a logo and b u i l d e r name, and 
p o s s i b l y (but not probably) a telephone number. The 
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i d e a i s t o g e t someone g o i n g down t h e roa d t o t u r n a t a 
c e r t a i n i n t e r s e c t i o n to f i n d the development. 

John f u r t h e r s t a t e d t h a t K a r l Metzner suggested a 16 
square f o o t s i g n and John f e e l s t h a t i s a reasonable 
s i z e . To acc o m p l i s h the aggregate and the s i z e s i g n , i t 
would be necesssary make the f o l l o w i n g changes i n the 
Code: 

"(c) The s i n g l e face of any temporary o f f - p r e m i s e 
development sign s h a l l not exceed 16 square fe e t . " 

and, add: 

" a l l square footage to be i n c l u d e d i n the t o t a l 
aggregate of 200 square feet." 

(c) L o c a t i o n . In the Code, i t s t a t e s that p e r m i t t e d 
s i g n s are l i m i t e d to 8 f e e t i n height. John suggested 
that be changed to 10 f e e t due to the rare i n s t a n c e 
where a s i g n i s a l l o w e d i n the 25 x 25 t r i a n g l e (and no 
o b s t r u c t i o n i s allowed between 36" and 72"), i f you 
s t a r t a t 6' and go to 8' you end up w i t h a " r e a l s t r a n g e 
s i g n . " 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Transmeier: "The qu e s t i o n on the height i s on 
the o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n use?" 

John B a l l a g h : "No, t h a t has to do with si g n s i n ge n e r a l . 
I t does not r e l a t e to merely a temporary s i g n . " 

Commissioner Transmeier asked how a sign t h a t i s pain t e d on 
both s i d e s i s handled. 

Don Warner, Planning S t a f f : "You only have one s i g n . We 
only count one s i d e i n the square footage of a s i g n , unless 
the s i g n i s pl a c e d i n a "V" rather than back-to-back. A "V" 
s i g n i s considered to be two s i g n s . 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "You s a i d 200 f e e t i n aggregate. 
That means a l l the s i g n s t o g e t h e r ? At 16 f o o t a square per 
s i g n , t h a t ' s 12 s i g n s . " 

John B a l l a g h agreed t h a t the 200' means a l l the sign s 
together but he c o r r e c t e d Commissioner O'Dwyer's second 
statement by i n d i c a t i n g t h a t there can onl y be two o f f -
premise s i g n s requested. 
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Commissioner O'Dwyer: "How f a r away from the development 
w i l l the off - p r e m i s e s i g n s be l o c a t e d ? " 

John B a l l a g h : "We're not t a l k i n g about a g r e a t d i s t a n c e . 
Most of the prop e r t y adjacent to major and minor a r t e r i a l s 
i s a l r e a d y developed i n some f a s h i o n and many of the s i t e s 
would be a l w a y s l e s s than a h a l f m i l e and p r o b a b l y w i t h i n a 
quarter of a m i l e . There would be no value to put a s i g n up 
on 28 Road and the Highway, f o r example, to get to North 
Star S u b d i v i s i o n which i s north of Orchard. The idea would 
be to put i t on the corner of Orchard and 28 Road." John 
added t h a t b i l l b o a r d - t y p e s i g n s do not do the job (with 
c l u t t e r e d , long i n v o l v e d i n s t r u c t i o n s ) . 

Commissioner O'Dwyer made the o b s e r v a t i o n t h a t there could 
be as many as 4-5 s i g n s e n d i n g up on one c o r n e r , w h i c h he 
f e e l s would be " t e r r i b l e . " 

John agreed w i t h Commissioner O'Dwyer's concern and s a i d 
t h a t they have d i s c u s s e d t h i s with County, S t a f f , and 
developers and the HBA would expect something l e s s than 20 
t o t a l s i g n s i n the County, given the present and past s i t u a ­
t i o n s . John s t a t e d t h a t most the people they are f a m i l i a r 
w i t h would o n l y pay f o r a l e a s e i f the y had an e x c l u s i v e 
l e a s e f o r a s i g n (meaning no o t h e r s i g n would be p l a c e d 
there). A l s o , there would be a l i m i t a t i o n per corner (or 
per i n t e r s e c t i o n i f the Planning Commission p r e f e r s ) . 
S e v e r a l s u b d i v i s i o n s c o u l d a l s o be worked together on one 
s i g n . 

Commissioner O'Dwyer: "You couldn't put too many sub d i ­
v i s i o n s on one s i g n w i t h 16 square f e e t and e x p e c t i t t o be 
l a r g e enough f o r anyone to see." 

John B a l l a g h : "I thin k you would f i n d an a i r of coop e r a t i o n 
about g e t t i n g the i n f o r m a t i o n out." 

Commissioner Dunivent: "What would prevent an i n d i v i d u a l 
p r o p e r t y owner from doing t h i s same t h i n g ? " 

John B a l l a g h : " I f an i n d i v i d u a l could get a l e a s e to s e l l a 
one or two- l o t s u b d i v i s i o n , a 16 square f o o t s i g n e r e c t e d by 
a l i c e n s e d s i g n c o n t r a c t o r w i l l c ost about $200. A l e a s e 
s i t u a t i o n would c o s t about $l/day. An i n d i v i d u a l developing 
a p i e c e of pr o p e r t y c o u l d do i t , but I wouldn't expect that 
that many would." (Due to the economics) 

Commissioner Dunivent: "What about an i n d i v i d u a l who has a 
home?" 

Chairperson Rinker: "This o n l y a p p l i e s to s u b d i v i s i o n s . " 
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John B a l l a g h : " I t i s under the s e c t i o n s p e c i f i c a l l y 
i d e n t i f y i n g s i g n s , a d v e r t i s i n g i n any s u b d i v i s i o n or other 
p r o j e c t being developed." 

Commissioner Dunivent: " I f t h i s i s approved f o r the Home 
Owners A s s o c i a t i o n , what's to keep the Motel A s s o c i a t i o n , 
Automobile A s s o c i a t i o n , Restaurant or Motel A s s o c i a t i o n 
coming i n and asking f o r the same t h i n g ? " 

John B a l l a g h : "It's a l i m i t a t i o n f o r an area that's e i t h e r 
b e i n g s u b d i v i d e d or b e i n g d e v e l o p e d and i t would be done by 
the developer or b u i l d e r f o r a one-year p e r i o d . " 

Commissioner Dunivent: "I understand t h a t , but what would 
keep these other a s s o c i a t i o n s from doing the same t h i n g f o r 
a year or two y e a r s ? " 

John B a l l a g h : "Good s t a f f a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . " He added that 
he doesn't know what would stop them from coming i n . 

Commissioner Dunivent s t a t e d t h a t he f e e l s they would be 
"opening up a whole can of worms." 

Chairperson Rinker: "I tend to d i s a g r e e w i t h that because other 
c i t i e s have o f f - s i t e development s i g n s and no one e l s e ( r e s t a u r ­
ants or h o t e l s , e t c . ) comes i n and causes problems. 

Commissioner L i t l e : "Hotel and Restaurant development i s 
a l r e a d y on an a r t e r i a l or major a c c e s s s t r e e t and t h e y are 
not f a c i n g the same th i n g that i n t e r i o r - t y p e s u b d i v i s i o n s 
(who have no v i s i b i l i t y ) a r e . " 

Commissioner Green: "John, has t h i s need been there f o r 
some time or i s t h i s a product of the time r i g h t now?" 

John B a l l a g h : I t seems to be a problem of enforcement. 
Some people have r e c e n t l y been leaned on because they have 
an o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n w hich i s not a l l o w e d . As i t i s put 
together, i t t a l k s about the r e g u l a t i o n s , c o n s t r u c t i o n and 
maintenance which w i l l e l i m i n a t e " f l a t t e n e d cardboard boxes 
th a t are s p r a y - p a i n t e d " being used as s i g n s . A g r i c u l t u r a l 
product/produce s i g n s are of p a r t i c u l a r concern i n t h i s 
regard. 

Commissioner Green: "Was i t e q u a l l y d e s i r a b l e to do t h i s 
two years ago?" 

John B a l l a g h : "There are two years l e s s p r o p e r t i e s on major 
and minor a r t e r i a l s and some l e s s d e s i r a b l e p r o p e r t i e s are 
being developed t h a t don't have frontage. I f you're asking 
i f i t i s an economic s i t u a t i o n f o r a d v e r t i s i n g , s i g n s do 
more than anything e l s e . I t i s not reasonable to put a l o t 
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of t h i n g s i n there with regards to number of bedrooms, l o t 
s i z e , number of bathrooms, e t c . " 

STAFF COMMENTS 

K a r l Metzner i n d i c a t e d t h a t Item #1, under S t a f f Comments, 
a f t e r d i s c u s s i o n , i s f i n e . K a r l e l a b o r a t e d on the suggested 
a d d i t i o n s : 

(1) S i z e . 16' might be b e t t e r than 32' 
(2) E q u i t y Question. I f a s u b d i v i s i o n can do t h i s , can 

other p r o j e c t s ? P a r t of the problem i s w i t h the 
d e f i n i t i o n of "development" i n the Code ("anything t h a t 
i s done to a p a r c e l of land"), so i f a s u b d i v i s i o n can 
put up an o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n , why can't a used car l o t , 
f o r example, have the same p r i v i l e g e s ? 

Chairperson Rinker: "Could we s o l v e that by saying something 
about r e s i d e n t i a l s u b d i v i s i o n s ? " 

K a r l Metzner: " I t c o u l d be s o l v e d a number of ways, 
de p e n d i n g on how f a r you want to go. R i g h t now, the way the 
p r o p o s a l reads i t i s under the s e c t i o n r e f e r r i n g to 
• s u b d i v i s i o n s or other development i n the City,* and the 
d e f i n i t i o n of development i n c l u d e s almost anything you do 
with a p i e c e of property. I f you r e s t r i c t i t to r e s i d e n t i a l 
development you s t i l l have to be prepared to answer the 
q u e s t i o n , 'Why not commercial developments? 1 The b a s i c 
problem l i e s with s i g n s , p a r t i c u l a r l y temporary signs." 

K a r l added t h a t he r e c o g n i z e s the p r o b l e m John i s t r y i n g to 
s o l v e , but the p r o b l e m i s k e e p i n g i t from g e t t i n g out of 
c o n t r o l . 

Don Warner, n o t i n g t h a t he has i s s u e d 98% of a l l s i g n 
p e r m i t s i n the l a s t 15 years, o f f e r e d the f o l l o w i n g comment: 
"A r e s i d e n t i a l s u b d i v i s i o n i s not a r e s i d e n t i a l development, 
i t i s a commercial development — they are t r y i n g to s e l l 
something. How can we t e l l somebody e l s e 'You can't t r y to 
s e l l something'? I w i l l have to see a l l those other c i t i e s 
you're t a l k i n g about, Susan, because I don't think they are 
doing t h a t . Glenwood S p r i n g s , Aspen and V a i l don't...." 

Chai r p e r s o n Rinker: "We're not Glenwood S p r i n g s . " 

Don Warner: "We're not Glenwood Springs? We're p r e t t y 
c l o s e . " 

Commissioner L i t l e : "We're c l o s e as f a r as s i z e , but they 
a r e not f a c i n g the same type of d e v e l o p m e n t r a t e as we a r e 
here." 
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Don Warner: "Glenwood has faced a bunch of problems up 
there. Anyway, I do think we have a c l e a n r e g u l a t i o n now 
t h a t i s working. We say no o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n s except f o r 
heavy commercial and i n d u s t r i a l , and i t ' s working. I can 
see the requests coming i n saying 'Oh, you've loosened up 
the s i g n s , you're a l l o w i n g them i n r e s i d e n t i a l areas — we 
have a home o c c u p a t i o n but we're two b l o c k s o f f a major 
s t r e e t , can we have a s i g n ?* It's r e s i d e n t i a l , i t ' s an 
allowed home occupation! We get a l o t of requests f o r o f f -
premise home occupation s i g n s . Right now, i t ' s c l e a n , and 
we can say "No o f f - p r e m i s e signs." Don a l s o a n t i c i p a t e s a 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n of s i g n s i f the code i s loosened up. 

Commissioner L i t l e : "Where s p e c i f i c a l l y i n Colorado i s such 
an ordinance working i n Colorado? Maybe we c o u l d f i n d out 
how they enforce i t , e t c . " 

John B a l l a g h r e p l i e d t h a t he thought L i t t l e t o n a l l o w s 
r e s i d e n t i a l o f f - p r e m i s e s i g n s but he doesn't know what s i g n 
codes are i n e x i s t e n c e that allow one and not the other." 

Don Warner asked Susan to g i v e him the names of o t h e r c i t i e s 
so they c o u l d work through the Colorado M u n i c i p a l League to 
see how they are handling these r e g u l a t i o n s . 

K a r l Metzner recommended the Planning Commission t a b l e t h i s 
item u n t i l more i n f o r m a t i o n can be obtained, s i n c e there are 
so many q u e s t i o n s and t h e y have o n l y had one month to 
consider t h i s . He a l s o suggested that John B a l l a g h might 
o b t a i n a d d i t i o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n from those areas through the 
Home B u i l d e r s A s s o c i a t i o n . 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

There were no comments e i t h e r i n favor or a g a i n s t t h i s item. 

Chairperson Rinker c l o s e d the p u b l i c hearing and requested a 
motion. 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner Transmeier suggested using the phrase "Planned 
U n i t Development" i n l i e u of the word " S u b d i v i s i o n . " He 
a l s o s t a t e d t h a t he i s v e r y much opposed t o a d v e r t i s i n g i n 
r e s i d e n t i a l a r e a s so the s i z e of the s i g n i s a major c o n c e r n 
of h i s , and would t h e r e f o r e recommend the s i z e of the s i g n 
be l i m i t e d to 3 square f e e t or l e s s . 
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MOTION: (COMMISSIONER LITLE) "I RECOMMEND WE TABLE ITEM #57-83r 

AMENDMENT TO THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 
CODE FOR 60 DAYS, TO ALLOW FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF THE 
REAL RAMIFICATIONS OF THIS REQUEST." 

Commissioner O'Dwyer seconded the motion. 

Chairperson Rinker repeated the motion, c a l l e d f o r a vote, and 
the motion c a r r i e d 6-0. 

3. R a t i f i c a t i o n of an ordinance governing adult entertainment 
business. 

PETITIONER'S PRESENTATION 

Don Warner s t a t e d t h a t two y e a r s ago the C i t y adopted an 
ordinance, l a t e r r e f e r r e d to as the "Porno Ordinance," 
s t r a i g h t through the C o u n c i l ( i t d i d not come before the 
Planning Commission). Since i t was made a par t of Zoning, 
i t now needs "cursory approval" by the Planning Commission. 
Don added t h a t t h i s i s n ot an i t e m f o r a p u b l i c h e a r i n g as 
the hearing was i n i t i a l l y held at C i t y C o u n c i l l e v e l . 

Chairperson Rinker requested a motion. 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER DUNIVENT) "I MOVE WE RATIFY ORDINANCE 
#1966 GOVERNING ADULT ENTERTAINMENT BUSINESSES." 

Commissioner O'Dwyer seconded the motion. 

Chairperson repeated the motion and c a l l e d f o r a vote. The 
motion c a r r i e d by a vote of 5-1 (Commissioner Transmeier 
opposed). 

The meeting was adjourned a t 9:10 p.m. 
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