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DATE:

FILE:
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REPRESENTATIVE:

PLANNER:

PROJECT IS:

Phone: (870) 244-1430
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RECORD OF DECISION / FINDINGS OF FACT

July 3, 2003
RZ-2003-070
653 Young Street
Judith Marie

653 Young Street
Grand Junction, CO 81505

S.

Karl Clemons

2742 Spring Valley Circle
Grand Junction, CO 81506
250-5555/256-9498

Ronnie Edwards

Approved

On July 2, 2003, the Grand Junction City Council approved the request to rezone the property at 653
Young Street (tax schedule #2945-031-01-008) from RSF-1 (Residential Single Family with a
density not to exceed one unit per acre) to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family with a density not to
exceed two units per acre) zone district. The change in zoning designation will become effective

August 3, 2003.

Should you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

e

Ronnie Edwards
Associate Planner
256-4038



City Council July 2, 2003

addressed when and if the property is actually developed. The matter at hand is
annexation and zoning only.

Jim White, land surveyor, representing the petitioner said the petitioner is willing to work
with the Planning Department to comply with any required improvements on 31 Road.

Michael Melgares, residing northwest of the proposed subdivision, does not object to
the requested annexation and zoning but is concerned about the road improvements
and the need for them to be addressed. He feels a paved road is necessary because
he is concerned about the children at the Pear Park Baptist Church School playing
around all the dust that will be created from the unpaved road.

The public hearing was closed at 8:06 p.m.

a. Accepting Petition
Resolution No. 62-03 - A Resolution Accepting Petitions for Annexation, Making Certain
Findings, Determining that Property Known as O'Connor Annexation, Located at 511 31
Road and Including a Portion of 31 Road and E Road Right-of-Way, is Eligible for
Annexation

b. Annexation Ordinance
Ordinance No. 3535 — An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction,
Colorado, O 'Connor Annexation, Approximately 1.3121 Acres Located at 511 31 Road
and Including a Portion of E Road and 31 Road Rights-Of-Way

c. Zoning Ordinance
Ordinance No. 3536 — An Ordinance Zoning the O'Connor Annexation to Residential
Single Family with a Density not to Exceed Four Units per Acre (RSF-4) Located at 511
31 Road
Councilmember Enos-Martinez moved to adopt Resolution No. 62-03 and Ordinances

No. 3535 and No. 3536 on Second Reading. Councilmember Kirtland seconded the
motion. Motion carried by a unanimous roll call vote.

Public Hearing — Rezoning 653 Young Street to RSF-2 [File # RZ-2003-070]

Request to rezone 653 Young Street, comprised of 1.252 acres, from RSF-1
(Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed 1 du/ac) to RSF-2 (Residential
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City Council July 2, 2003

Single Family with a density not to exceed 2 du/ac). Planning Commission
recommended approval at its June 10, 2003 meeting.

Public hearing was opened at 8:09 p.m.

Ronnie Edwards, Associate Planner, reviewed this item. She explained the staff
recommendation for denial is because staff found that the requested rezone is not
consistent with the adjacent property development and review criteria in section 2.6a had
not all been met, specifically items 1,2,4,6 and 7 have not been satisfied.

Councilmember Hill asked for her to go through each criteria that had not been met.

Karl Clemons, property owner, agreed that the zoning was not in error at the time with
RSF-1, but things have changed. As far as compatibility, he feels it is compatible on the
west side. He noted the unique shape of the lot and feels there is a buildable envelope on
the property. Itis not practical to develop the area in conjunction with the existing lot
because getting access would require going back onto Young Street and F ' to get to the

property.

Councilmember Palmer asked about the easement. Mr. Clemons said the biggest
handicap is a Grand Valley Irrigation ditch that goes almost to the middle of the property.
There is a big enough envelope to build an 1800 square foot ranch style house without
moving the easement, but it is also possible to move the easement.

Councilmember Kirtland asked if he will have to fence off the property from the canal. Mr.
Clemons said that it could be a possibility if required.

Councilmember Hill asked if the proposed area is the only buildable area. Mr. Clemons
said yes because there is already a house on the other side of the property. They are just
trying to solve an unattractive nuisance.

Councilmember Palmer asked about surrounding zoning. Mr. Clemons described the
surrounding zoning.

Councilmember Kirtland asked about ground water problems. Mr. Clemons said that
17,000 square feet is the minimum lot size and that will include the canal. It will be a
small lot.

Councilmember Palmer asked what the curb and gutter requirements are, and if it is
possible to meet the RSF-2 requirements. Mr. Clemons said the easement will count for
part of the 17,000 square foot lot size; they just can't build on the easement.

Public hearing was closed at 8:24 p.m.



City Council July 2, 2003

Councilmember Palmer stated that he visited the site and it is unsightly and he believes a
house would be more desirable on that location.

Councilmember Kirtland said he looked at it also and it is a fairly big piece of property. He
feels it will be a challenge to build on the property but the adjoining new development
would merit the property to be developed in the same character.

Councilmember Hill felt the property being developed would be a better fit but it is a small
envelope to build on.

Councilmember Spehar stated that the property appears to be an unfinished part of the
adjacent subdivision, but it would take some ingenuity to develop the property right.

Ordinance No. 3537 - An Ordinance Zoning a Parcel of Land Located at 653 Young
Street to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family, with a Density Not to Exceed Two Units per
Acre)

Councilmember Palmer moved to adopt Ordinance No. 3537. Councilmember Kirtland
seconded the motion. Motion carried by a vote of 6 to 1 with Councilmember Butler
voting NO.

Public Hearing - Rold Annexation and Zoning Located at 524 30 Road [File #ANX-
2003-080]

Resolution for Acceptance of Petition to Annex and Consideration of Final Passage of
the annexation ordinance. The .7998 acre Rold Annexation consists of one parcel of
land. The requested zoning for the property is C-1 (Light Commercial). The physical
address for the property is 524 30 Road.

Consideration of Final Passage of the Zening Ordinance for the Rold Annexation
located at 524 30 Road. The .7998-acre Rold consists of one parcel of land. The
Planning Commission reviewed the requested zoning on June 10, 2003 and
recommended approval.

The public hearing was opened at 8:28 p.m.

Senta Costello, Associate Planner, reviewed this item.

Dan Whalen, Director of Housing Resources, purchased the building two months ago and
has moved their offices there after 25 years downtown. He would like to be a part of the
City of Grand Junction.
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
Subject Young Street Rezone located at 653 Young Street
Meeting Date July 2, 2003
Date Prepared June 19, 2003 File #RZ-2003-070
Author Ronnie Edwards Associate Planner
Presenter Name Ronnie Edwards Associate Planner
Report rqsults back X | No Yes | When
to Council
Citizen Presentation | X | Yes No | Name
Individual
Workshop X Formal Agenda Consent | X Consideration

Summary: Request to rezone 653 Young Street, comprised of 1.252 acres, from RSF-1
(Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed 1 du/ac) to RSF-2 (Residential
Single Family with a density not to exceed 2 du/ac). Planning Commission
recommended approval of the rezoning at its June 10, 2003 meeting.

Budget: N/A
Action Requested: Review and decision of the rezone request.
Attachments:

Site Location Map

Aerial Photo Map

Future Land Use Map

Existing City and County Zoning Map

Zoning Ordinance

Planning Commission Minutes \05\67
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Background Information: See attached Staff Report N



_ BACKGHOUND INFORMATION| B ]
Location: 653 Young Street
Applicants: Judith Marie
Existing Land Use: Residential Single Family
Proposed Land Use: Future Residential Single Family
i North Residential Single Family
LS,::oundmg Land "'south Vacant/Residential Single Family
) East Residential Single Family
West Residential Single Family
Existing Zoning: RSF-1
Proposed Zoning: RSF-2
North RSF-1
Surrounding South RSF-1
Zoning: East RSF-1
West RSF-R/PD (residential density of 2.9 to 3.7)
Growth Plan Designation: Residential Low (1/2 - 2 ac/du)
Zoning within density range? X | Yes No
BACKGROUND:

The subject property is the southern part of the original Lot 7 of Linda Subdivision as
recorded on October 17, 1955 and was zoned R1A, (Residential District with a density
of one single family unit per acre), under Mesa County regulations. With the adoption of
the Mesa County Zoning and Development Code in April of 2000, the R1A designation
became RSF-1, which allowed residential development at one unit per acre.

Annexation occurred with the G Road South Enclave on August 6, 2000. The Linda
Subdivision along with adjacent parcels to the north, south and east were given the
equivalent zoning of RSF-1, (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed one
unit per acre). The lot sizes within Linda Subdivision range in size from .87 acre to 1.25
acres.

The area to the west was developed from 1995 through 1997 prior and during the
adoption of the Growth Plan as Planned Residential Subdivisions with densities ranging
from 2.8 to 3.86 dwelling units per acre. The breakdown of zoning and lot sizes are

listed from North to South as follows: £
yMG o
3.19 -Valley Meadows East PR293  8,172sf.t0 14,557 sf. - T

3.8 Kay Subdivision PR 3.86 6,751 s.f. t0 9,266 s.f.
3.6 - Cimarron North PR 3.7 5,173 s.f. to 11,089 s.f.
3.0  Fall Valiey PR2.9 6,688 s.f. to 11,402 s.f. (average)
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Note: There are 7 lots on the west side of Fall Valley

Filing 3, which are not consistent with the average, and

range up in size of 22,222 due to the layout of a cul-de-sac.

See Figure 4, Existing City & County Zoning, at the end of the staff report.

The Future Land Use Map appears to use the east boundary of the above mentioned
subdivisions as the separation line between Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac) and
Residential Low (1/2-2 ac/du}). Public hearings were held during the zone of annexation
process and residents requested that they retain the same zoning as they had in the
County, which was RSF-1.

On Tuesday, June10, 2003, the Planning Commission disagreed with the staff
recommendation of denial and voted 4 to 3 to forward a recommendation of approval.
The following staff analysis of Growth Plan and Zoning and Development Code
consistency is followed by a summary of the Planning Commission action. A copy of
the Planning Commission minutes is attached to this staff report.

1. STAFF PROJECT ANALYSIS:

A

Consistency with the Growth Plan:

Policy 1.3 staies the City decisions about the type and intensity of land
uses will be consistent with the Future Land Use Map and Plan policies.

The request for RSF-2 zoning is the highest range of density supported by
the Future Land Use Map.

Policy 5.2 states the City will encourage development that uses existing
facilities and is compatible with existing development.

The minimum lot size in RSF-2 zoning is 17,000 square feet, which is .39
acres. At previousiy stated, lots sizes within Linda Subdivision range from
.87 t0 1.25 acres. Adoption of an RSF-2 zoning could result in the future
creation of lots that are incompatible with adjacent properties to the north,
south and east.

Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development Code:

Rezone requests must meet all of the foliowing criteria for approval:
1) The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption

The existing zoning of RSF-1 was not in error at the time of adoption and
was compatible with surrounding zoning and uses.

2) There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to
installation of public facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends,
deterioration, development transitions, etc.



The properties located to the north, south and east developed prior to the
adoption of the Growth Plan in 1996. Remaining properiies to the west
developed after 1996 and was consistent with the Plan. All public utilities
are located on the property.

3) The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood and will not
create adverse impacts such as: capacity or safety of the street network,
parking problems, storm water or drainage problems, water, air or noise
pollution, excessive nighttime lighting, or other nuisances

The proposed rezone to RSF-2 is within the allowable density range
recommended by the Growth Plan. This criterion must be considered in
conjunction with criterion 5 which requires that public facilities and
services are available when the impacts of any proposed development are
realized. Staff has determined that public infrastructure will be addressed
when the impacts of any development occurs that is consistent with the
RSF-2 zone district, therefore this criterion is met.

4) The proposal conforms with and furthers the goals and policies of the
Growth Plan, other adopted plans, and the policies, the requirements of
this Code and other City regulations and guidelines

The proposal is within the density range governed by the Growth Plan.
While the RSF-2 zone can be considered compatible with properties to the
west, it does not meet the Plan’s compatibility requirements for the
properties to the north, south and east.

5) Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made
available concurrent with the projected impacts of the proposed
development

Adequate public facilities are currently available and can address the
impacts of development consistent with the RSF-2 zone district. Future
development impact would have to address building envelope and access
issues as there is a large irrigation canal and a Grand Junction Drainage
District easement running through the southern part of the parcel. The
City may limit site development to a lower intensity than shown on the
Future Land Use Map due to site specific conditions.

6) There is not an adequate supply of land available in the neighborhood
and surrounding area to accommodate the zoning and community needs

Adequate land is available in the surrounding area for development at
densities higher than one unit per acre. These vacant lands are located to
the west and northwest where the Future Land Use Map designation is
Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).



7) The community or neighborhood will benefit from the proposed zone.

The proposed zone would not benefit the neighborhood as this subdivision
was established with RSF-1 equivalent zoning in 1955.

STAFF FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS:

1. The requested rezone is not consistent with adjacent property development,
which is stated in Policy 5.2 of the Growth Plan.

2. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development Code
have not been met.

K Zoning was not in error at time of adoption of RSF-1 zone district;

@ » Change of character in the neighborhood has occurred, but all new
development has been consistent with the Growth Plan;

@ * Requested rezone is within the allowable density range of the Growth
Plan, but it is incompatible with remaining adjacent area;

@ e There is an adequate supply of land for development to the requested
zone density; and

() » Proposed zone would not benefit the neighborhood

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommendation at the June 10, 2003 Planning Commission hearing of the
requested rezone was denial, based on the findings and conclusions listed above.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested rezone, RZ-2003-070,
to the City Council by a vote of 4 to 3.

The Planning Commission found that the neighborhood would benefit from the proposed
zone (review criteria number 7 above). It was their opinion that the rezone, accompanied
by the expected development of the area south of the canal, would improve the
appearance of the lot therefore benefiting the neighborhood.



Site Location Map
Figure 1
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Aerial Photo Map

Figure 2
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Future Land Use Map
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Existing City and County Zoning

Figure 4

PD with density ranges of Galley Minor Subdivision
2.8 to 3.86 du/ac zoned RSF-2 in 1995
| ;
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Valley Meadows East at PR 2.93, Kay Subdivision at PR 3.86,
Cimarron North at PR 3.7 & Fall Valley at PR 2.9 du/ac all zoned
in 1995 thru 1997.

NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County directly to determine parcels and the zoning
thereof."
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ZONING A PARCEL OF LAND
LOCATED AT 653 YOUNG STREET

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
the rezone request from the RSF-1 zone district to RSF-2 zone district by a vote of 4 to 3.

A rezone from RSF-1 (Residential Singie Family with a density not to exceed one
unit/acre) to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed two
units/acre) has been requested for the property located at 653 Young Street. The City
Council finds that the request meets the goals and policies and future land use set forth
by the Growth Plan (Residential Low 1/2 to 2 ac/du). City Council also finds that the
requirements for a rezone as set forth in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and Development
Code have been satisfied.

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

The following property shall be zoned Residential Single Family with a density not
to exceed 2 units per acre (RSF-2) zone district

Includes the following tax parcel: 2945-031-01-008

That part of Lot 7 in Linda Subdivision being more particularly
described as follows: BEG North 00°12'W 25.00 ft. from the SW
COR of the SE1/4 NE1/4 of SEC 3, T1S, R1W of the UM, thence
North 00°12'W 289 ft.; thence South 65°48'E to the West right-of-
way line of Young Street; thence South 191.27 ft. to the SE COR of
said Lot 7; thence S89°51'W 215.2 ft. more or less to the SW COR
of said Lot 7 and the point of beginning, Mesa County, Colorado.

Introduced on first reading on the 16th day June, 2003.

PASSES and ADOPTED on second reading this day of , 2003.

President of the Council
Atftest:

City Clerk
12
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RZ-2003-070

YOUNG STREET REZONE

Location: 653 Young Street

Staff Representative: Ronnie Edwards

Young Street Rezone located at 653 Young Street

Request is to rezone property from RSF-1 to RSF-2 du/ac and

consists of 1.252 acres
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Site Location Map
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Subject property is the southern part of the original Lot 7 of Linda Subdivision and
was zoned R1A under Mesa County regulations in 1955. With adoption of the
County Code in April of 2000, the R1A became its equivalent of RSF-1.
Annexation occurred in August of 2000 and with it the equivalent City zoning of
RSF-1. This zoning was given not only to Linda Subdivision but adjacent parcels
to the north, south and east. The lot sizes within Linda Sub. average .87 acres.



Aerial Photo Map
Figure 2
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The adjacent area to the west was developed from 1995 to 1997 with densities
ranging from 2.8 to 3.86 du/ac, which is conforming to the Growth Plan, which
was adopted in 1996.



Future Land Use Map
Flgure 3
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Future land use map appears to use the east boundary of these
subdivisions as the separation line between Residential Medium Low
(2-4 du/ac) and Residential Low (1/2-2 ac/du). Public hearings were
held during the annexation process and residents requested that they
retain the same zoning as they held in the County, which was RSF-1.
The request for RSF-2 zoning is the highest range of density supported
by the Future Land Use Map.



Existing City and County Zoning

Figure
| PD with density ranges of Galley Minor Subdivision
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The minimum lot size in RSF-2 is 17,000 s.f., which is .39 acres, which is quite
different than the lot sizes within the Linda Subdivision ranging from .87 to 1.25
acres. Adoption of an RSF-2 zoning could result in the future creation of lots that

are incompatible with adjacent properties to the north, south and east.
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Staff has included a couple different slides for reference to information within the
staff report. This is the Annexation Map of the G Rd South Enclave which
demonstrates the RSF-1 zoning area as previously mentioned.
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This slide shows the site specific conditions.

Future development would have to address not only a small buildable area, but
access issues due to the Beehive drain system and the access easement for the
Grand Junction Drainage District that runs through the site.

Policy 1.3 of the Growth Plan states that the City may limit site development to a
lower intensity than shown on the FLU map due to site specific conditions.



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

EIRequest not consistent with adjacent
property development within the
original subdivision.

EJAll review criteria of Section 2.6.A
have not been met as listed in the
staff report.

Findings and Conclusions:

1) The requested rezone is not consistent with adjacent property
development, which is criteria of Policy 5.2 of the Growth Plan

2) Review criteria in Section 2.6.A of the zoning and development
code have not been met as listed in the staff report.

The staff report lists Criteria 1,2,4,6 and 7 as not being satisfied. Staff
can go thru these separately if Council so desires.



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Planning Commission is forwarding
a recommendation of approval of the
requested rezone to City Council.
Staff recommended denial of the
rezone request, concurring with the
findings listed in the staff report.

Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval of the requested
rezone to the City Council. Staff recommended denial of the requested rezone,
concurring with the findings and conclusions that are listed in the staff report.
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Existing City and County Zoning

Figure 4
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City Council June 16, 2003

5. Setting a Hearing — Rezoning 653 Young Street [File # RZ-2003-070]

Request to rezone 653 Young Street, comprised of 1.252 acres, from RSF-1
(Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed 1 du/ac) to RSF-2 (Resi-
dential Single Family with a density not to exceed 2 dufac). Planning Commis-
sion recommended approval of the rezoning at its June 10, 2003 meeting.

Proposed Ordinance Zoning a Parcel of Land Located at 653 Young Street

Action: Adopt Proposed Ordinance on First Reading and Set a Hearing for July
2, 2003

6. Setting a Hearing — Zoning Rold Annexation Located at 524 30 Road [File #
ANX-2003-080]

The Rold Annexation consists of one parcel of land on approximately .7998
acres. The requested zoning for the property is C-1 (Light Commercial). The
physical address for the property is 524 30 Road. The Planning Commission re-
viewed the requested zoning on June 10, 2003 and recommended approval.

Proposed Ordinance Zoning the Rold Annexation to C-1 (Light Commercial)
Located at 524 30 Road

Action: Adopt Proposed Ordinance on First Reading and Set a Hearing for July 2,
2003

7. Setting a Hearing — Carville Annexation Located at 2675 Highway 50 [File #
ANX-2003-116)

Resolution for Referral of Petition to Annex/First Reading of the Annexation ordi-
nance/exercising land use jurisdiction immediately for the Carville Annexation lo-
cated at 2675 Hwy 50. The 19.93 acre Carville Annexation is an annexation
consisting of one parcel of land.

a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use Ju-
risdiction

Resolution No. 53-03 — A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for the
Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a Hearing on
Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Carville Annexation Located
at 2675 Hwy 50



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
Subject Young Street Rezone located at 653 Young Street
Meeting Date June 16, 2003
Date Prepared June 2, 2003 File #RZ-2003-070
Author Ronnie Edwards Associate Planner

Presenter Name

Ronnie Edwards

Associate Planner

Report results back
to Council X | No Yes | When
Citizen Presentation | X | Yes No | Name

Workshop

X Formal Agenda X

Individual

Consent Consideration

Summary: Request to rezone 653 Young Street, comprised of 1.252 acres, from RSF-1
(Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed 1 du/ac) to RSF-2 (Residential
Single Family with a density not to exceed 2 du/ac). Planning Commission
recommended approval of the rezoning at its June 10, 2003 meeting.

Budget: N/A

Action Requested/Recommendation: First reading of the ordinance and schedule a
second reading of the ordinance on July 2, 2003.

Attachments:

Site Location Map
Aerial Photo Map

Zoning Ordinance

2B ol i

Future Land Use Map
Existing City and County Zoning Map

Draft Planning Commission Minutes

Background Information: Syﬁaﬂached Staff Report
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_ BACKGROUNDINFORMATION
Location: 653 Young Street
Applicants: Judith Marie
Existing Land Use: Residential Single Family
Proposed Land Use: Future Residential Single Family
_ North Residential Single Family
3:;':°""d'"9 Land Fgouth Vacant/Residential Single Family
) East Residential Single Family
West Residential Single Family
Existing Zoning: RSF-1
Proposed Zoning: RSF-2
North RSF-1
Surrounding South RSF-1
Zoning: East RSF-1
West RSF-R/PD (residential density of 2.9 to 3.7)
Growth Plan Designation: Residential Low (1/2 - 2 ac/du)
Zoning within density range? | X |Yes No
BACKGROUND:

The subject property is the southern part of the original Lot 7 of Linda Subdivision as
recorded on October 17, 1955 and was zoned R1A, (Residential District with a density
of one single family unit per acre}, under Mesa County regulations. With the adoption of
the Mesa County Zoning and Development Code in April of 2000, the R1A designation
became RSF-1, which allowed residential development at one unit per acre.

Annexation occurred with the G Road South Enclave on August 6, 2000. The Linda
Subdivision along with adjacent parcels to the north, south and east were given the
equivalent zoning of RSF-1, (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed one
unit per acre). The lot sizes within Linda Subdivision range in size from .87 acre to 1.25
acres.

The area to the west was developed from 1995 through 1997 prior and during the
adoption of the Growth Plan as Planned Residential Subdivisions with densities ranging
from 2.8 to 3.86 dwelling units per acre. The breakdown of zoning and lot sizes are
listed from North to South as follows:

Valley Meadows East PR 2.93 8,172 s.f. to 14,5657 s.f.

Kay Subdivision PR 3.86 6,751 s.f. to 9,266 s.f.

Cimarron North PR 3.7 5,173 s.f. 10 11,089 s.f.

Fall Valley PR 2.9 6,688 s.f. to 11,402 s.f. (average)

I~



Note: There are 7 lots on the west side of Fall Valley

Filing 3, which are not consistent with the average, and

range up in size of 22,222 due to the layout of a cui-de-sac.

See Figure 4, Existing City & County Zoning, at the end of the staff report.

The Future Land Use Map appears to use the east boundary of the above mentioned
subdivisions as the separation line between Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac) and
Residential Low (1/2-2 ac/du). Public hearings were held during the zone of annexation
process and residents requested that they refain the same zoning as they had in the
County, which was RSF-1.

On Tuesday, June10, 2003, the Planning Commission disagreed with the staff
recommendation of denial and voted 4 to 3 to forward a recommendation of approval.
The following staff analysis of Growth Plan and Zoning and Development Code
consistency is followed by a summary of the Planning Commission action. A dréit copy
of the Planning Commission minutes is attached to this staff report.

1. STAFF PROJECT ANALYSIS:

A

Consistency with the Growth Plan:

Policy 1.3 states the City decisions about the type and intensity of land
uses will be consistent with the Future Land Use Map and Plan policies.

The request for RSF-2 zoning is the highest range of density supported by
the Future Land Use Map.

Policy 5.2 states the City will encourage deveiopment that uses existing
facilities and is compatible with existing development.

The minimum lot size in RSF-2 zoning is 17,000 square feet, which is .39
acres. At previously stated, lots sizes within Linda Subdivision range from
.87 to 1.25 acres. Adoption of an RSF-2 zoning could result in the future
creation of lots that are incompatible with adjacent properties to the north,
south and east.

Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development Code:

Rezone requests must meet all of the following criteria for approval:
1) The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption

The existing zoning of RSF-1 was not in error at the time of adoption and
was compatible with surrounding zoning and uses.

2) There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to
installation of public facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends,
deterioration, development transitions, etc.



The properties located to the north, south and east developed prior to the
adoption of the Growth Plan in 1896. Remaining properties to the west
developed after 1996 and was consistent with the Pian. All public utilities
are located on the property.

3) The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood and will not
create adverse impacts such as: capacity or safety of the street network,
parking problems, storm water or drainage problems, water, air or noise
pollution, excessive nighttime lighting, or other nuisances

The proposed rezone to RSF-2 is within the allowable density range
recommended by the Growth Plan. This criterion must be considered in
conjunction with criterion 5 which requires that public facilities and
services are available when the impacts of any proposed development are
realized. Staff has determined that public infrastructure will be addressed
when the impacts of any development occurs that is consistent with the
RSF-2 zone district, therefore this criterion is met.

4) The proposal conforms with and furthers the goals and policies of the
Growth Plan, other adopted plans, and the policies, the requirements of
this Code and other City regulations and guidelines

The proposal is within the density range governed by the Growth Plan.
While the RSF-2 zone can be considered compatible with properties to the
west, it does not meet the Plan's compatibility requirements for the
properties to the north, south and east.

5) Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made
available concurrent with the projected impacts of the proposed
development

Adequate public facilities are currently available and can address the
impacts of development consistent with the RSF-2 zone district. Future
development impact would have to address building envelope and access
issues as there is a large irrigation canal and a Grand Junction Drainage
District easement running through the southern part of the parcel. The
City may limit site development to a lower intensity than shown on the
Future Land Use Map due to site specific conditions.

6) There is not an adequate supply of land available in the neighborhood
and surrounding area to accommodate the zoning and community needs

Adequate land is available in the surrounding area for development at
densities higher than one unit per acre. These vacant lands are located to
the west and northwest where the Future Land Use Map designation is
Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).



7) The community or neighborhood will benefit from the proposed zone.

The proposed zone would not benefit the neighborhood as this subdivision
was established with RSF-1 equivalent zoning in 1955.

STAFF FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS:

1. The requested rezone is not consistent with adjacent property development,
which is stated in Policy 5.2 of the Growth Plan.

2. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development Code
have not been met.

Zoning was not in error at time of adoption of RSF-1 zone district;
Change of character in the neighborhood has occurred, but all new
development has been consistent with the Growth Plan;

* Requested rezone is within the allowable density range of the Growth
Plan, but it is incompatible with remaining adjacent area;

* There is an adequate supply of land for development to the requested
zone density; and

¢ Proposed zone would not benefit the neighborhood

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommendation at the June 10, 2003 Planning Commission hearing of the
requested rezone was denial, based on the findings and conciusions listed above.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested rezone, RZ-2003-070,
to the City Council by a vote of 4 to 3.

The Planning Commission found that the neighborhood would benefit from the proposed
zone (review criteria number 7 above). It was their opinion that the rezone, accompanied
by the expected development of the area south of the canal, would improve the
appearance of the lot therefore benefiting the neighborhood.



Site Location Map
Figure 1
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Aerial Photo Map

Figure 2




Future Land Use Map

Residential Medium

Figure 3
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Existing City and County Zoning

Figure 4

PD with density ranges of
2.8 to 3.86 du/ac
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Valley Meadows East at PR 2.93, Kay Subdivision at PR 3.86,

Cimarron North at PR 3.7 & Fall Valley at PR 2.9 du/ac all zoned

in 1995 thru 1997,
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NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Piease contact Mesa County directly to determine parcels and the zoning
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ZONING A PARCEL OF LAND
LOCATED AT 653 YOUNG STREET

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
the rezone request from the RSF-1 zone district to RSF-2 zone district by a vote of 4 to 3.

A rezone from RSF-1 (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed one
unit/acre) to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed two
units/acre) has been requested for the property located at 653 Young Street. The City
Council finds that the request meets the goals and policies and future land use set forth
by the Growth Plan (Residential Low 1/2 to 2 ac/du). City Council also finds that the
requirements for a rezone as set forth in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and Development
Code have been satisfied.

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

The following property shall be zoned Residential Single Family width a density not
to exceed 2 units per acre (RSF-2) zone district

Includes the following tax parcel: 2945-031-01-008

That part of Lot 7 in Linda Subdivision being more particularly
described as follows: BEG North 00°12'W 25.00 ft. from the SW
COR of the SE1/4 NE1/4 of SEC 3, T1S, R1W of the UM, thence
North 00°12'W 289 ft.; thence South 65°48'E to the West right-of-
way line of Young Street; thence South 191.27 ft. to the SE COR of
said Lot 7; thence S88°51'W 215.2 ft. more or less to the SW COR
of said Lot 7 and the point of beginning, Mesa County, Colorado.

Introduced on first reading on the 16th day June, 2003.

PASSES and ADOPTED on second reading this day of , 2003,

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk



6/10/0% _and Junction Planning Commission Hearing

UESTIONS

Chairman Dibble asked for clarification on the zoning of the property to the southwest. Ms. Bowers said that
its zoning is also RSF<4. She reminded those in attendance that just because a property had a given zone
density, it did not mean that a property owner would be permitted to develop at the highest end of that density

range.

Commissioner Paulson wondered if staff knew the actual development densities of surrounding parcels. Pat
Cecil said that surrounding properties were all developed under County jurisdiction and that the City did not
have possession of the County's development files. He agreed that even though the surrounding zoning
designations were generally RSF-4, properties may actually have been developed at the lower end of that
density range.

Mr. Blanchard said that the City considered properties situated within its jurisdiction and whether they were
developing according to Growth Plan recommendations.

DISCUSSION

Commissioner Cole felt that because the subject parcel was County-zoned RSF-4 and not AFT, it must have
gone through a review process for it to have received that designation. He'd heard no compelling reason why
the City should not apply its most compatible zone, which is RSF-4. He stated further that even if the property
were not being annexed to the City and instead was developing in the County RSF-4 zone is still applicable; the
property owner would still be able to develop within the 2-4 units/acre density range. He expressed support for

the request.

Commissioner Pitts said that it appeared that residents were hoping for a lower density development. He hoped
that the developer would give their comments due consideration.

Commissioner Blosser said that the City's application of a land use designation was in conjunction with the
requirements of the Persigo Agreement. He noted that interested citizens would have a chance to review and
comment on the actual plan during the Preliminary Plan review stage, and he encouraged their participation.

MOTION: (Commissioner Cole) "Mr. Chairman, on item #ANX-2003-022, I move that the Planning
Commission recommend to the City Council the zoning designation of RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family
not to exceed 4 units per acre) for the Zone of Annexation of the Unaweep Heights Annexation, located at
2857 Unawecep Avenue, finding that the project is consistent with the Growth Plan, the Persigo
Agreement, and Section 2.6 of the Zoning and Development Code."

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

RZ-2003-070 REZONE--YOUNG STREET REZONE

A request to rezone a 1.252 acre parcel from RSF-1 (Residential Single-Family with a density not to
exceed one unit per acre) to RSF-2 (Residential Single-Family with a density not to exceed two units per
acre).

Petitioner:  Judith Marie

Location: 653 Young Street

PETITIONER'S PRESENTATION

Karl Clemons, representing the petitioner, presented an overhead map of the subject area. He said that the
Grand Valley Canal bisects a portion of the petitioner's property, rendering the southern portion of it unusable
and inaccessible. He noted that weeds and trash are collecting on the property. The petitioner's home was
situated on the portion of property north of the canal, which would remain whether or not approval was given to
the rezone request. Approval of the rezone would, however, allow the petitioner to subdivide and construct a

4
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home on the portion of her property south of the canal. The canal, he added, made for a natural dividing line.
The southern the portion of property “looked as though” it should be a part of the Cimarron North Subdivision
located to the west. The current RSF-1 zone designation would not allow development of the southern
property; thus, it was effectively landlocked. Mr. Clemmons also noted the existence of a drain easement
bisecting the southern portion of property. After having talked with Grand Junction Drainage Ditch
representatives, it was determined that the easement could be moved, with the addition of two manhole covers.
Even without the easement's relocation, Mr. Clemmons said that there is sufficient area to build a 1,800 square
foot home. He asked that the uniqueness of the property and the situation be considered and approval of the
rezone request be granted.

STAFF'S PRESENTATION

Ronnie Edwards offered a PowerPoint presentation which contained the following slides: 1) site location map;
2) aerial photo of the site; 3) Future Land Use Map; 4) Existing City and County Zoning Map; 5) annexation
map; and 6) aerial photo depicting the site specific conditions. She provided a brief historical background of
the property and its zoning. The original R1A zone, assigned in 1955, had become an RSF-1 zone in the year
2000, with the adoption of the Mesa County Zoning and Development Code. Staff determined upon review,
that the request failed to meet the rezone criteria outlined in section 2.6.A of the Grand Junction Zoning and
Development Code, finding that: 1) the existing RSF-1 zone had not been applied in error; 2) while there had
been a change in character of the neighborhood, new development was consistent with Growth Plan
recommendations; 3) the higher RSF-2 zone designation would not be compatible with the surrounding area; 4)
there was a sufficient supply of land for development to the requested zone density; and 6) the proposed rezone
would not benefit the neighborhood. Ms. Edwards recommended that the request be denied.

QUESTIONS

Commissioner Cole asked for confirmation from staff that there is sufficient area on the southern portion of
property to build a home that would comply with development standards. Ms. Edwards said that there is
sufficient area available; however, the petitioner would be required to work with the City's engineering
department on the provision of access to the property.

Commissioner Blosser remarked that if the rezone were not approved, the petitioner could not do anything with
the land; it would remain vacant, unused and unmaintained. Ms. Edwards responded that these observations
were not part of the review criteria to which she had to adhere.

Chairman Dibble asked how staff concluded that there would be no benefit to the neighborhood. Ms. Edwards
said that she based her conclusion on the history of the property and the area.

Mr. Blanchard remarked that the RSF-1 zone designation had also been perpetvated on the property following
its annexation into the City in August of 2000. Ms. Edwards noted that there had been no subdivision plan
submitted; thus, the property could technically be subdivided in a way other than what Mr. Clemons was
suggesting if the rezone was granted.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
FOR:
There were no comments for the request.

AGAINST:

Robert Hunt (2572 Young Court, Grand Junction) did not feel the higher zone designation would be compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood. He also felt that access provision to the southern portion of the petitioner’s
property would pose a problem. Mr. Hunt was also concerned that approval of the request would set a
precedent for future rezone requests.



6/10/ .and Junction Planning Commission Hearing

PETITIONER'S REBUTTAL

Mr. Clemmons said that a neighborhood meeting had been held, with only four people showing up. The two
primary concerns expressed at that time had been over possible impacts resulting from the potential widening of
F 1/2 Road and the type of house that would be constructed upon the newly created lot. He said that the
property owner would agree to sign a document assuring residents that no mobile home would be placed on the
property. The intention was to construct a nice home on the property, compatible with other homes in the area.
He said that the neighborhood would benefit by having something nice constructed on the property. The
property would be cleaned up and a homeowner would then be present to maintain it.

DISCUSSION

Commissioner Pitts said that he'd driven by the property and agreed that construction of a home on the property
was preferable to allowing the property to remain unusable and retained as a weed patch. Someone, he said,
needed to be responsible for the upkeep of the property. He expressed support for the rezone request.

Commissioner Blosser asked Rick Dorris if the building envelope on the southern portion of the property would
be impacted if F 1/2 Road were widened. Mr. Dorris said that the question cailed for a hypothetical response;
he said that he was unsure. He continued by saying that in a worst-case scenario, the City might have to
consider purchasing right-of-way from the future property owner of the southern lot and the current owner of
the property adjacent to that lot. The City may even be required to purchase the properties outright. In a more
likely scenario, the alignment of F 1/2 Road would be adjusted further south, given that there was more open
land available.

Commissioner Blosser said that he too had driven by the property and agreed with Commissioner Pitts'
comments. Development of the property was preferable to having it lay unused and unmaintained.

Commissioner Evans disagreed. It was clear that the request failed to meet Code criteria and Growth Plan
recommendations. "A line must be drawn,” he said.

Chairman Dibble agreed with Commissioner Evans. If the Planning Commission based its decisions on Code
regulations and Growth Plan recommendations, there was no justification for deviation.

Commissioner Cole feit that the Code criterion pertaining to neighborhood benefit had been satisfied, adding
that staff's conclusion seemed to be subjective.

Commissioner Paulson asked for a legal opinion from counsel on whether or not approval of the request would
establish a precedent. Mr. Shaver replied that no legal precedent would be created. He continued by saying
that because of the uniqueness of the parcel it would be distinguishable from other rezone applications, even
though the neighbors may view it differently.

Commissioner Pitts said that the assumption was that the petitioner would subdivide the property in the manner
presented by her representative. He said that it didn't seem possible or practical to do it any other way.

Commissioner Cole agreed that the uniqueness of the property warranted more individual consideration. His
support of the request was based on the method of subdivision outlined by Mr. Clemmons.

MOTION: (Commissioner Blosser) "'Mr. Chairman, on the Young Street Rezone, #RZ-2003-070, I move
that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to City Council on the request to
rezone from RSF-1 (Residential Single-Family with a density not to exceed one unit per acre) to RSF-2
(Residential Single-Family with a density not to exceed two units per acre) with the findings and
conditions listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Pitis seconded the motion.
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A brief discussion ensued over whether "...with the findings and conditions listed in the staff report” should be
retained in the motion. Mr. Shaver said that it is obvious by Commissioner Blosser’s motion that he effectively
is disagreeing with staff's conclusions and findings that don’t support the motion and that the reference/motion

as stated is not a problem.

A vote was called and the motion passed by a vote of 4-3, with Chairman Dibble and Commissioners Evans and
Paulson opposing.

V. RECONSIDERATION REQUEST

In response to a citizen request to reconsider an item on the Consent Agenda, ANX-2003-068, Mr. Shaver said
that the Planning Commission could let the previous action stand, with objectors making their objections known
before City Council or it could reconsider and place the item on the Full Hearing Agenda. To do the latter,
planning commissioners must first vote to reconsider the item placed on Consent and if that motion is
successful then vote again to hear the item. Mr. Shaver also said that the item could be continued to another
date certain once placed on the Full Hearing Agenda. Following discussion, and reiteration by Chairman
Dibble to the requestor that there had been ample opportunity given to pull the item from Consent, planning
commissioners chose to let the original action stand, given that there was no motion offered to the contrary.

With no further business to discuss, the public hearing was adjourned at 8:30 P.M.



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE: June 10, 2003
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF PRESENTATION: Ronnie Edwards

AGENDA TOPIC: Young Street Rezone, #RZ-2003-070.

ACTION REQUESTED: Rezone property located at 653 Young Street from
RSF-1 to RSF-2.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Location: 653 Young Street
Applicants: Judith Marie
Existing Land Use: Residential Single Family
Proposed Land Use: Future Residential Single Family
_ North Residential Single Family
ﬁl;;r.oundlng Land  "south Vacant/Residential Single Family
' East Residential Single Family B
Woest Residential Single Family
Existing Zoning: RSF-1
Proposed Zoning: RSF-2
North RSF-1
Surrounding Zoning: | South RSF-1
East RSF-1
West RSF-R/PD (residential density of 2.9 & 3.7) |
Growth Plan Designation: Residential Low (1/2-2 ac/du)
Zoning within density range? X |Yes No

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Request to rezone 653 Young Street, comprised of
1.252 acres, from RSF-1 (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed
1 du/ac) to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed 2
du/ac).

RECOMMENDATION: Denial of the requested zoning.



ANALYSIS:

1. Backaround:

The subject property is the southern part of the original Lot 7 of Linda Subdivision
as recorded on October 17, 1855 and was zoned R1A, (Residential District with a
density of one single family unit per acre), under Mesa County regulations. With
the adoption of the Mesa County Zoning and Development Code in April of 2000,
the R1A designation became RSF-1, which allowed residential development at
one unit per acre. Annexation occurred with the G Road South Enclave on
August 6, 2000. The Linda Subdivision along with adjacent parcels to the north,
south and east were given the equivalent zoning of RSF-1, (Residential Single
Family with a density not to exceed one unit per acre). The lot sizes within Linda
Subdivision range in size from .87 acre to 1.25 acres. M

The area to the west was developed from 1995 through 1997 prior te the
adoption of the Growth Plan as Planned Residential Subdivisions with densities
ranging from 2.8 to 3.86 dwelling units per acre. The breakdown of zoning and
lot sizes are listed from North to South as follows:

Valley Meadows East PR 2.93 8,172 s.f. to 14,557 s.f.

Kay Subdivision PR 3.86 6,751 s.f. 10 9,266 s.f.
Cimarron North PR 3.7 5,173 s.f. to 11,089 s.f.
Fall Valley PR 2.9 6,688 s.f. to 11,402 s.f. (average)

Note: There are 7 lots on the west side of Fall Valley

Filing 3, which are not consistent with the average, and

range up in size of 22,222 due to the layout of a cul-de-sac.

See Figure 4, Existing City & County Zoning, at the end of the staff
report.

The Future Land Use Map appears to use the east boundary of the above
mentioned subdivisions as the separation line between Residential Medium Low
(2-4 du/ac) and Residential Low (1/2-2 ac/du). Public hearings were held during
the zone of annexation process and residents requested that they retain the
same zoning as they had in the County, which was RSF-1.

2. Consistency with the Growth Plan:

Policy 1.3 states the City decisions about the type and intensity of land
uses will be consistent with the Future Land Use Map and Plan policies.

The request for RSF-2 zoning is the highest range of density
supported by the Future Land Use Map.

Policy 5.2 states the City will encourage development that uses existing
facilities and is compatible with existing development.



The minimum lot size in RSF-2 zoning is 17,000 square feet, which
is .39 acres. At previously stated, lots sizes within Linda
Subdivision range from .87 to 1.25 acres. Adoption of an RSF-2
zoning could result in the future creation of lots that are
incompatible with adjacent properties to the north, south and east.

3. Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development Code:

Rezone requests must meet ali of the following criteria for approval:
1. The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption

The existing zoning of RSF-1 was not in error at the time of
adoption and was compatible with surrounding zoning and
uses.

2. There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to
installation of public facilities, other zone changes, new growth
trends, deterioration, development transition, etc

The properties located to the north, south and east
developed prior to the adoption of the Growth Plan in 1996.
Remaining properties to the west that were developed after
1996 and was consistent with the Plan All pubiic utilities are
located on the property.

3. The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood and will
not create adverse impacts such as: capacity or safety of the street
network, parking problems, storm water or drainage problems,
water, air or noise pollution, excessive nighttime lighting, or other
nuisances

The proposed rezone to RSF-2 is within the allowable
density range recommended by the Growth Plan. This
criterion must be considered in conjunction with criterion 5
which requires that public facilities and services are available
when the impacts of any proposed development are
realized. Staff has determined that public infrastructure will
be addressed when the impacts of any development occurs
that is consistent with the RSF-2 zone district, therefore this
criterion is met.

4, The proposal conforms with and furthers the goals and policies of
the Growth Plan, other adopted plans, and the policies, the
requirements of this Code and other City regulations and guidelines



The proposal is within the density range governed by the
Growth Plan. While the RSF-2 zone can be considered
compatible with properties to the west, it does not meet the
Plan’s compatibility requirements for the properties to the
north, south and east.

5. Adequate public facilities and services are available or wili be made
available concurrent with the projected impacts of the proposed
development

Adeguate public facilities are currently available and can
address the impacts of development consistent with the
RSF-2 zone district. Future development impact would have
to address building envelope and access issues as there is a
large irrigation canal and a Grand Junction Drainage District
easement running through the southern part of the parcel.
The City may limit site development to a lower intensity than
shown on the Future Land Use Map due to site specific
conditions.

6. There is not an adequate supply of land available in the
neighborhood and surrounding area to accommodate the zoning
and community needs

Adequate land is available in the surrounding area for
development at densities higher than one unit per acre.
These vacant lands are located to the west and northwest
where the Future Land Use Map designation is Residential
Medium (4-8 du/ac).

7. The community or neighborhood will benefit from the proposed
zone

The proposed zone would not benefit the neighborhood as
this subdivision was established with RSF-1 equivalent
zoning in 1955.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS:

After reviewing the Young Street Rezone application, RZ-2003-070, staff
recommends that the Planning Commission make the foliowing findings of fact
and conclusions:

1. The requested rezone is not consistent with adjacent property
development, which is stated in Policy 5.2 of the Growth Plan.



2. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development
Code have not been met.

a.

b.

Zoning was not in error at time of adoption of RSF-1 zone
district;

Change of character in the neighborhood has occurred, but all
new development has been consistent with the Growth Plan;
Requested rezone is within the allowable density range of the
Growth Plan, but it is incompatible with remaining adjacent area;
There is an adequate supply of land for development to the
requested zone density; and

Proposed zone would not benefit the neighborhood

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of
denial of the requested rezone, RZ-2003-070, to the City Council with the
findings and conclusions listed above.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Mr. Chairman, on Young Street Rezone, #RZ-2003-070, | move that the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of denial to City Council on the request
to rezone from RSF-1 (Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed
one unit per acre) to RSF-2 {Residential Single Family with a density not to
exceed two units per acre) with the findings and conditions listed in the staff

report.
Attachments:

Vicinity Map
Aerial Photo

Growth Plan Map

Zoning Map
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Site Location Map
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Aerial Photo Map

Figure 2




Future Land Use Map

Figure 3
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Existing City and County Zoning

Figure 4

PD with density ranges of Galley Minor Subdivision
2.8 to 3.86 du/ac zoned RSF-2 in 1995

afl

e

vis ‘
55

15! Street/26 R

- 2 Road /RISF REF/1 K 7 — -
Industrial NC— 74
Office N S -

Valley Meadows East at PR 2.93, Kay Subdivision at PR 3.86,
Cimarron North at PR 3.7 & Fall Valiey at PR 2.9 du/ac all zoned
in 1995 thru 1997.

NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County directly to determine parcels and the zoning
thereof."



PLANNING COMMISSION
‘COTICE OF PUBLIC HEARIN 3

DATE: JUN 10 7003 TIME: 7:00 p.m.

PLACE: City Hall Auditorium, 250 North 5™ Street

A petition for the following request has been received and tentatively scheduled for a public
hearing on the date indicated above.

If you have any questions regarding this request or to confirm the hearing date, please contact
the Grand Junction Community Development Department at ($70) 244-1430 or stop in our

office at 250 North 5% Street.

RZ-2003-070 - YOUNG STREET REZONE - 653 Young St.
Request approval to rezone a 1.252 acre parcel from RSF-1
(Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed |
unit/acre) to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family with a density not
to exceed 2 units/acre).,

Planner Ronnie Edwards



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPART} T
7250 NORTHATHSFREET

GRAND JUNCTIOR-CQ 81501

|
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MICHAEL M COTE

YVONNE K FINCH

3239B I2RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-9411

COTE=23% 0150323006 1102 O4 06/05/03
FORWARD TIME EXP RTN TO SEND
COTE
5335 GALLEY LN
MD JUNCTIOM CO 81505-141i41

RETURN TO SENDER
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City of Grand Junction
Public Works Department

250 North 5™ Strest

Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668
Phone: (970) 244-1555

FAX: (970) 256-4022

December 12, 2003

Ms. Gail Gnirk
P. O. Box 495
Grand Junction, CO 81502

RE: TEDS Exception from Street Improvements — 653 Young Street
Dear Gail:

Please find attached the committee’s decision on the above request. The committee has
recommended denial of the request to waive the construction of street improvements at 653
Young Street. This is a Zoning and Development Code issue that the committee felt they did not
have the authority to waive. As you and I discussed, this is an issue that staff will be discussing
with City Council over the next several months. Feel free to contact me early next spring and I
can give you an update on how that review is progressing.

If you have any question concerning this decision, please feel free to contact the Development
Engineer in charge of your project or me at (970) 244-1557.
Sincerely,
T P e
Tim Moore

Public Works Manager

C: Rick Dorris, Development Engineer (256-4034)
Pat Cecil, Development Services Supervisor

\DE#47-03 653 Young



City QGrand Junction

Department of Public Works and Utilities
Engineering Division

250 North Fifth Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668

FAX: (970) 256-4011

DESIGN EXCEPTION #DE47-03

To: Mark Relph, Director of Public Works & Utilities
Copy to: Rick Dorris, Development Engineer

Pat Cecil, Development services Supervisor
From: Tim Moore, Public Works Manager
Date: December 5, 2003

RE: Request to waive Street Improvements — 653 Young Street

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITUATION

The owners of the property located at 653 Young Street desire to subdivide their current lot into
two separate parcels. As shown on the attached map, one parcel could be developed with F %
Road frontage, the second property with the existing house would continue to front Young Court.

The current Zoning and Development Code requires street improvements at the time of
subdivision. To satisfy that code requirement, half-street improvements would be required along
the F % Road, Young Street and Young Ct. frontages for a total of approximately 650 feet.

EXCEPTION CONSIDERATIONS

1. Will the exception compromise safety?
F ¥ Road is classified as a Minor Collector in this area and should be improved to that

standard.

2. Have other alternatives been considered that would meet the standard?
No other alternatives were submitted with the request to waive street improvements adjacent
to the lot.,

3. Has the proposed design been used in other areas?



Page 2 of 2

No other examples were given.

4. Will the exception require CDOT or FHWA coordination?
No.

5. Is this a2 one-time exception or a manual revision?
This would be a one-time exception.

Staff Recommendation

The Zoning and Development Code requires the street improvements. TEDS simply establishes
the standard, and granting an exception to the Development Code seems problematic. It
certainly makes sense that F 1/2 Road improvements should be required, but the code does not
provide the flexibility to exempt improvements to other lot frontages (e.g. Young St, Young Ct.).

To be consistent with the policy that has been followed for a number of years, staff recommends
denial of the request to waive street improvements adjacent to 653 Young Street. However, the

issue may be re-evaluated with the upcoming review of the Transportation Capacity Payment
and/or the infill policy.

Recommended by: MD

Approved as Requested:

Denied:

, q}z,c: \;&‘E‘ /e IZ/&Z

\DE#47-03653 Young Street 12-03



653 Young Street TEDS Exception




CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
COMMUNITY_ DEVELOPMENT DEPAR
250 NORTH5TH STREET

GRAND JUNCTIONCQ, 8150

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
COMMUNITY DEVELCOPMENT

250 N STH ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501-2628
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PLANNING COMMISSION
TICE OF PUBLIC HEARI}

DATE: JUN 10 2003 TIME: 7:00 p.m.

PLACE: City Hall Auditorium, 250 North 5™ Street

A petition for the following request has been received and tentatively scheduled for a public
hearing on the date indicated above.

If you have any questions regarding this request or to confirm the hearing date, please contact
the Grand Junction Community Development Department at (970) 244-1430 or stop in our
office at 250 North 5* Street.

RZ-2003-070 - YOUNG STREET REZONE - 653 Young St.
Request approval to rezone a 1.252 acre parcel from RSF-I
(Residential Single Family with a density not to exceed |
unit/acre) to RSF-2 (Residential Single Family with a density not
to exceed 2 units/acre)..

Planner Ronnic Edwards



Proposed Exceptions to TEDS for 653 Young Street

This narrative has been prepared in response to several meetings with the City
Planning regarding the land split for the property located at 653 Young Street, 81505.

Dialogues on this property began in September of 2002 when the realtor, Karl
Clemmons told his client, Judith Marie, that he would start the process to split off
approximately 3/10 of an acre that is deeded as part of the 653 Young Street
property. The piece itself lies on the south side of the Grand Canal, is completely
separate from the rest of the property, and currently is little more than a weed patch.

The logic behind the split was that the property could be developed by an individual
for a single-family home as the available space in the footprint allows for a structure
of no more than approximately 30 x 60 feet. The small parcel is an eyesore, and it
gives the appearance that the Cimarron North development directly to the west of
this parcel simply forgot to finish building out the development.

In meetings with City personnel Ronnie Edwards, Rick Dorris and Mike McDill,
Karl Clemmons and other parties acting on the behalf of the owner, Judith Marie,
were told that in order to complete the land split, the current owner would be
required to install curb, gutter, sidewalk and street widening at various points around

the property.

This narrative, and the attached pictures will address what we, the representatives for
Judith Marie, feel is in keeping with the intention of community and continuity of
the neighborhood in which this parcel of ground is located.

Aerial overview - Picture 1
As you can see, the total property in question fronts on three different streets. We
will address the frontage on Young Court first (north side of the property).

In a meeting with Mike McDill on October 22, 2003, he said that according to the
Zoning and Development Code for the City of Grand Junction, that there would
need to be curb and gutter constructed along Young Court, to include asphalt
patches to tie the street into the curb and gutter.

Young Court east and west - Pictures 2 and 3

As is evident by the pictures of Young Court (a total of 5 homes) there is no other
property sporting curb and gutter, nor is there any reason to have it. These
properties, in the Linda Subdivision, are large and have adequate drainage all
around. In the Administrative Regulation No 02-03 of the Zoning and Development
Code under Background: A, Existing Facilities it states “Where houses are already
built on most or all of such lots, the character of the neighborhood is well
established. Given that there are no serious safety or drainage problems associated
with these local residential streets, there is no current reason to improve these streets



or to install curbs, gutters and/or sidewalks.” I believe this property qualifies under
that description for this portion of Young Court.

First item of consideration: We respectfully request an exception to curb and gutter
construction for any of the property fronting Young Court. This proposed exception
will not result in any dangerous condition. To leave it as it is would be in keeping
with the rural nature of the neighborhood.

Young Street — pictures 4 through 8

What is evidenced in these pictures is that there is no curb, gutter or sidewalk on the
west side of Young Street from F % Road up through 657 Young Street. On the east
side of the road, there is a rudimentary gutter in some places, amounting to a 6-inch
wide piece of concrete with an indentation running down the middle to disperse each
time the “gutter” stops at any of the given driveways. This is true for the properties of
652 Young Street through 658 Young Street.

Galley Lane and Young Street — pictures 9 and 10

At the top of the hill, where Young Street “T’s” into Galley Lane, we do find a
semblance of curb and gutter on the east side of the property at 2577 Galley Lane,
and on the west side of the property at 662 Young Street. These run for
approximately 100 feet south, and on the west side of the street, the curb and gutter
terminates at 657 Young Street. On the east side, it is a semblance of gutter, most
likely established when the development was built in 1975. On Galley Lane, again,
you find no curb or gutter development for any of the properties on that road.

Second item of consideration: We respectfully request an exception to curb and gutter
construction for any of the property fronting Young Street. Again, due to the rural
nature of the neighborhood and the fact that leaving it as it is would not result in any
dangerous conditions, and that drainage is adequate and poses no problems for the
community, we would like to leave it as it is.

F'/2 Road - picture 11

Please refer back to the GIS photo of the property to see that sidewalk construction
took place when the Cimarron North Subdivision was created. However, no curb or
gutter was installed, and no street widening has taken place on this section, except
where it turns into the subdivision on Trail’s End Court and the curb and gutter start
at the comer. Also in the overview, the catch pond for the subdivision shows up on
the west side of the property in question, just to the east of the subdivision. The
sidewalk abruptly ends there.

In picture #11 there is a clear view of the sidewalk as it is, without curb and gutter,
but with a width of gravel that extends from the 653 Young Street property line to
just before the corner into the subdivision.

Mr. McDill had requested, according to regulations, that the owners of the 653
Young Street property be required to provide street widening along the frontage of



FY% Road. From picture #11, one can see that there are two utility poles that would
make street widening impractical and dangerous without moving the poles.

From a safety standpoint, widening F¥%: at this juncture would create a real hazard
for people coming down the hill from 26 Road. The road to the west of subdivision
has not yet been widened until it is west of 25% Road. Having a small section of road
widened and then narrowed again could prove dangerous.

Another factor that needs to be considered at this point is the fact that F%2 Road is on
the CIP list for major improvements in 2011. According to Mr. McDill, the most
likely scenario is that the canal flume will be piped and the road will be widened and
straightened to go over the canal.

The logical conclusion is that any improvements that are done at this point in time
will be torn up and re-done eight years from now, including street widening, curb,
gutter and sidewalk.

Third item of consideration: We respectfully request an exception to curb, gutter,
sidewalk and street widening construction for any of the property fronting F¥'2 Road.
In light of the fact that this road is on the CIP for 2011, and that any construction
done now will be re-done in eight (8) years, it makes more sense that it all be done at
the same time, including moving the utility poles to accommaodate the street
widening.

This land split really cannot and should not be considered the same as a developer
turning 20 acres of farm land into a subdivision. Even Mr. McDill was sympathetic
to the circumstances for this piece of property, but stated that, in light of the current
“one rule fits all” in the zoning and development code, he would have to recommend
against the exceptions.

Our hope is that common sense can prevail in this case. This is a small piece of
property that is an eyesore. Surrounding property values would increase if it were
allowed to be split off and sold. Having a house on the property would improve the
neighborhood.

In case there are any reservations about having a driveway come off F'2, I think it is
important to note that there are five (5) other driveways that empty directly onto F }2
between Young Street and 26 Road, including Judge Palmer’s two driveways that
are located at the end of Young Street, and on the curve of F % going east. The
volume of traffic is such that these driveways currently pose no threat to safety.

Respectfully submitted this él . day of November, 2003.
Karl Clemmons, Realtor

Gail Gnirk, Agent for Judith Marie
Leo Rinderle, Consultant



Mesa County Map Page | of 1

O C

! -
l“ ' !-.
=
S 14
2
e -
=
e o
1
fiin
.|._ 3 v
g
g
i ¥
T SO
' LR
L
-y i,
Ho e
ST
g
- s
2579 Iy
= 2 N L 1,
1) F, :\-'E e ’ "
E
ol s -':I
- 23
i
f|
LEGEND
Mesa County GIS }
544 Rood Ave. LT B Colorado Nationaf
Grand Junction, CO 81501 # Police Stations numan
DISCLAIMER : The Geographic [nformation System (GI5) and its components are & Fire Stations BLM Spacial Ameas
designed as a source of reference for answering inquiries, for planning and for
modeling. GIS is not intended or does not replace legal description information in the 1 Schoals Baxx Rudy Canon
chain of title and other information contained in official government records such as Slate Highways 77 COLORADO CANYOMS HATIONAL
the County Clerk and Recorders office or the couns. In addition, the representations of ‘A/ 7. CONSERVATION AREA
locations in this GIS cannot be substituted for actual legal surveys. /\/ Roads BLM
) Lakes [l National Forest
/'-/ Canals

0

http://205.169.141.79/servlet/com.esri.esrimap.Esrimap?ServiceName=overview&ClientV... 9/16/2003



Young Court looking east.

Young
Court
looking
west.
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From Young Court, looking north up Young Street.

657 Young Street,
looking north.




652 Young Street
“gutter.”

656 Young
Street “gutter.”

658 Young Street
“gutter.”
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SE corner of
Galley Lane and
Young Street.

2577 Galley Lane,
SW corner of Galley
Lane and Young
Street.
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F 1/2 Road looking east from
Cimarron North subdivision toward
Young Street. Note utility poles
and lack of curb and gutter.
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From: John Shaver

To: Rhonda Edwards

Date: Friday, June 13, 2003 2:03PM
Subject: Re: RZ 2003-070

Ronnie,

How does paragraph 5 work {or not) with the proposed lot configuration. If 5 is not a problem then the
only other concerns raised by the covenants are the setbacks as the 1200 square feet that we spoke
about earlier.

&}” >>> Rhonda Edwards 06/13/03 10:23AM >>>
I'll bring a copy right up...

>>> John Shaver Friday, June 13, 2003 10:19:57 AM >>>
Ronnie,

Are there CC&R's for the subdivision in which this parcel is located? If so we need to see them.

The concern is this: it is not uncommon for covenants to prohibit resubdivision of lots. [f the covenants do
create that restriction then unless and until the covenants are amended then the rezoning, even if
approved by the Council, still has a significant legal hurdle.

Please advise.
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REVIEW COMMENTS

Page 1 of 2
May 6, 2003

FILE #RZ-2003-070 TITLE HEADING: Young Street Rezone

LOCATION: 653 Young Street

PETITIONER: Judith Marie

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 653 Young Street

PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Karl Clemons

250-5555

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Ronnie Edwards

NOTE: THE PETITIONER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT & LABEL A RESPONSE TO COMMENT
FOREACH AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL WHO HAS REQUESTED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
OR REVISED PLANS, & A COPY FOR THE CITY, ON OR BEFORE 5:00 P.M., AUGUST 6, 2002

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 51/03
Ronnie Edwads 256-4038

1.

2
3.

At the general meeting the Staff requested the representative to provide a copy of the subdivision
covenants with his submittal. A copy was not received.

All development improvements will be required when or if a new proposal is submitted.

It appears there could be a discrepancy of the easement location versus the actual drainage ditch
placement. Staff suggests applicant to obtain verification of the document created between Grand
Junction Drainage District and the owner. Staff has attached a copy of what appears to be the easement
location, which could affect future submittals. A site boundary survey could be beneficial to the
applicant or have previous survey verified.

The proposed rezone is not compatible with the subdivision in which this lot was created. The entire
Linda Subdivision was created in October of 1955 with a zoning of RIA which is equivalent to the
zoning change in 2000 to RSF-1. The entire subdivision was annexed in August of 2000 and retained
the RSF-1 zone district. The existing zoning was not in error at the time of adoption and is compatible
within the subdivision in which it was created.

Staff wishes to inform the representative that several phone calls have been received from the neighborhood
voicing their opposition and requesting to be present at the hearing.

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 4/22/03

Laura Lamberty 256-4155

All development comments such as half-street improvement requirements will be given with simple subdivision
application.

No comment on current application




COMMENTS / FILE #RZ-2003-070 / PAGE 2 OF 2

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT

Hank Masterson 256-4034
1. No objections to the rezone.

CITY PROPERTY AGENT 4/22/03
Peter Krick 256-4003
REVIEW COMMENTS

It is recommended that a boundary survey be performed on this parcel for assurance that the proposed
subdivision of the existing lot is feasible. A subdivision plat will be required for this proposed lot “split”. The
survey will be a requirement of the submittal for the proposed plat.

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 4/30/03

Trenton Prall 244-1590

This project is adjacent to the 26 Road Trunk Sewer Extension. The new lot would be responsible for Trunk
Extension Fees per City Resolution 47-93. This resolution states that prior to platting the Developer would be
responsible for a portion of the fees (8500 per lot for lots less than 1/3 acre in size and $675 per lot for lots
between 1/3 acre and 1 acre in size). At the building permit stage, the new owner is then responsible for
another portion of the trunk extension fee ($1000 per lot for lots less than 1/3 acre in size and $1500 per lot for
lots between 1/3 acre and 1 acre in size).

FYI, a sanitary sewer improvement district is proposed for Young St for which an initial meeting is anticipated
in the next couple of months to discuss sewer options for the area. More information will be sent in the next
few weeks.

Comments not available as of 5/6/03:
City Attorney
Parks & Recreation Department



Karl Clemons MBa, Gri
Broker/Owner

Cell: (970) 250-5555
Office: (970) 256-9498
Fax: (970) 256-9498
elkridgerealty@aol.com

“Always Making
a Difference”
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RZ-2003-070 — YOUNG STREET REZONE- 653
Young Street

Request approval to rezone and divide into two, a 1.252
acre parcel from RSF-1 (Residential Single Family-1
unit/acre) to RSF-2.

Planner Ronnie Edwards
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

Community Development Dept. » 250 N. 5" Street » Grand Junction, CO 81501

Date: May 27, 2003

Applicant: Judith Marie
Representative:  Karl Clemons

The following item (Young Street Rezone — RZ-2003-070) has been scheduled for Planning
Commission on June 10, 2003.

A sign(s) advertising the Public Hearing will be required to be posted no later than 5/30/03.
The signs are available at the Community Development Department. A $50.00 deposit is
required for a Public Hearing sign. The deposit will be refunded, in full, if the sign(s) is/are
returned within 5 working days after the final meeting. A sign is required to be placed facing

each road(s) that abuts the project site.

The Staff Report for the project will be available for pick-up after 4 P.M. on Thursday, May
29, 2003.

Please contact the project planner, Ronnie Edwards, at (256-4038,
rhondae(@ci.grandjct.co.us) if you have any questions relating to this notice.

cc: ANX-2003-068

U.S. Postal Service

CEPTIFIED MAIL RECEIPT '

(uomesm: Mail Only; No Insurance Coverag vided)
B =l

Postage S\——‘
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|__
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5-6-03

rZ -S003-070

Judith Marie Rezone
566 Young Street
Grand Junction, Co 81505

Response to Comment

Community Development

1. Copy of covenants attached.
2.
3. Petitioner will verify with the Grand Junction Drainage District the location of

Development improvements will be met.

their easement and insure that there is not a conflict. ~ (Ui /ng for ALLpenal from
While the proposed rezone is not compatible with Linda Subdivision it is with bb.
Cimmeron Subdivision and placing a residence on vacant ground in this
circumstance makes sense and would benefit the surrounding area.



5-6-03

Judith Marie Rezone
566 Young Street
Grand Junction, Co 81505

Response to Comment

City Property Engineer

1. Petitioner will order a boundary survey.



5-6-03

Judith Marie Rezone
566 Young Street
Grand Junction, Co 81505

Response to Comment

City Utility Engineer

1. Petitioner understands the fee structure.
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RECEIPT OF APPLICATION

DATE BROUGHT IN: 53F6% 4 _/5-03

CHECK #: 2250 AMOUNT: # 0,60

DATE TO BE CHECKED INBY: 4-3-a03

PROJECT/LOCATION: 4553 Upury Slrei
J

(Lorenn

lj
Items to be checked for on application form at time of submittal:

@/Application type(s)
Acreage
& Zoning
@ Location
@ Tax #(s)
Project description
B Property owner w/ contact person, address & phone #
D/Developer w/ contact person, address & phone #
@ Representative w/ contact person, address & phone #
Signatures of property owner(s) & person completing application
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d. drainage/stormwater management . We ¥ b
e. availability of utilities 2t ¥ Y e J?"’““
- SITE DEVELOPMENT . L ER A LA
a. bulk requirements ; : . 4
b. traffic circulation '
c.  parking (off-street: handicap, bicycle, lighting) i b
d. . landscaping (street frontages, parking areas)
e. screening & buffering
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a. revocable permit . Kirg fiododd ,f\'
b. - State Highway Access Permit - F iy f = APl S AR .
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OTHER - . ENTTEN DO g # (AR X
&, related files = 22"32’78“ 070 ot gk g Lt :(_‘t‘ L] -
b. neighbothood meeting el e oot bt P
FEES ' : ; :
&  application fee: _ /é& 00 + 50, ¢v W L
Due at submitial. Checks payable to City of GJ A b ’
b.  Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP): 5@/ 17 ol e ) :
¢.  Drainage fee: Friege e ded o :
d.  Parks Impact Fee: : : ] .
e.  Open Space Fee or Dedication: L3S / / e ' O f
f. - School Impact Fee: 225/ /ot e ; 3
g RecordingFee: (iaf (i i : oo
h.  Plant Investment Fee (PIF) (Sewer Impact): I e i U
PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS MRRAN SR
& Documents - ZDC, SSID, TEDS, SWMM :
b.  Submittal Requirements/Review Process g
¢ Annexation (Persigo Agreement) : ARG
*PLEASE RETURN A COPY,OF THIS FORM IN THE REREEas

plication Conference Chct.isl Date Z/{/(B

255555

- .. : - i .g 0 .
© Applicant Kcv\ﬂ Clemone - Phone a ’qL{ﬁTangrcel#gqj'—OBI-Gl*OOé’

" Location _-Cp53 (/'f'nuw_%gf—.' %, Proposal : (ézou%%!gfb et &, ‘P(E Subs

Meeting Atiendees SN Qw\_,_ ¢ bp : D . \{W\Q_

While all factors in a development proposal require careful thought, preparation and design, the following circled items are brought to the
petitioner's atténtion as needing special attention or consideration. Other items of special concern may be'identified during the revisw
process: General méetings and pre-application conference notes/standards are valid for only six months following the meeting/
conference date shown above. Incomplete submittals will not be accepted. Submittals with insufficient information identified during the
review process, which have not been addressed by the applicant will not be scheduled for a public hearing. Failurs to meet any deadlines
for the review process may result in the project not being scheduled for-hearing or being pulled from the sgenda, Any changes to the
approved plan will requirs re-review and approval prior to those changes being accepted. | :
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2-18-03

Dear Neighbor,

This letter is to inform you of a Neighborhood Meeting to be held on
Tuesday, March 11" between 5:30 P.M. to 6:30 P.M. at 715 Horizon Drive
Suite #200. The purpose of this meeting is to discuss the rezoning and of
653 Young Street. It is the belief of the petitioner that the vacant lot located
North of F % Road, West of Young Street and South of the Grand Valley
Canal, would be better used as a residential building site. This
neighborhood improvement would change a potentially dangerous and
undesirable vacant lot into 2 new home, landscaped and appreciating in
value. Much more of an asset to the neighborhood. Your attendance and
input is encouraged.

Sincerely,

Karl Clemons

Petitioners Representative
255-3841

Home

v.Mail O

£-Mail: clernen

The Realty
715 Horizon D!
Grand Junction
an independent

70} 255.3841
{870) 250-5535

(970) 242-6100

M

o @ kw.com

Group

ve, Suite 200

cO 81506
embet Broker



DevRev Young 653 GenMtg 11-25-02 Miller

Proposal is to subdivide an existing, single home lot to allow construction of a second
home (on the southern portion of the lot). Parcel is at the NW cormner of F %2 and Young.
The section proposed for separation is also bounded by a medium density single family
home subdivision to the west, and a ditch way on the north side. Parcel has no curb,
gutter, or walk around its perimeter, though these improvements exist to the west.

Proposal Comments:

1. Access to the proposed separate section should come from Young St., unless such
a connection is physically impossible, due to TEDS requirements for intersection
spacing, limitation of the ditch placement, or denial of shared access to the ditch
road by the ditch company.

2. The 2001 Urban Trails Master Plan calls for a pedestrian easement along this
ditch. If the planned subdivision occurs, this easement will be provided.



MEMORANDUM

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
TO: Tim Moore
FROM: Rick Dorris
DATE: November 5, 2003

SUBJECT: 653 Young TEDS exception

I recently received this TEDS exception request to avoid having to construct street
improvements. There are a couple of points to make.

1. Ttis the Zoning and Development Code that requires street improvements. The TEDS
simply establishes the standards. It should really be a variance request to the code. One
could make the argument that we could administratively change the street standard with a
TEDS exception since the street standards are now in TEDS.

2. Mike McDill suggested we process it as a TEDS exception since they have already
submitted one.

3. Itdoesn’t meet the criteria to “pay in lieu of” established by the recent administrative
regulation.

4. We have told them from early on that street improvements on all three sides would be
required.

I recommend denial of this request. Call if you have questions.



Judith Marie September 22, 2003
653 Young St.
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Dear Ms. Marie:

On September 22, 2003, at the request of Karl Clemons of Elk Ridge Realty, on your behalf,
Sue Kupelian visited the above address, and met with the City Engineer to clarify what street
improvements would be required for the subdivision of this property.

In attendance at the meeting were Rick Doris, Engineer,City of Grand Junction; Sue Kupelian of
Criterium-Kupelian Engineers; and Karl Clemons of Elk Ridge Realty.

After inspecting the property, the City Engineer stated that his interpretation of the required
street improvements was that full improvements are required for the north, east, and south
sides of the property. This includes curb and gutter and sidewalks on north, east and south
sides and road widening on the south side of the project. Technically, this plan would require
widening of the box culvert that conveys the Grand Valley Canal beneath Young Street.
However, Mr. Doris indicated there might be a possibility that the city's street improvement
requirements could be modified to accommodate the street improvements so that widening of
the box culvert might be avoided.

Design and construction of street improvements, as described by the City Engineer, would
require production of a full set of design plans (plan and profile sheets for F %2 Road, Young
Street and Young Court). In order to produce this set of construction plans, a topographic
survey would be required, covering the area along the south property boundary along F 2
Road, and along the east and north boundaries at Young Street and Young Court, respectively.
This would provide the necessary design input data.

Based on this information, please let us know whether you would like to proceed.

If you have any further questions regarding how the street improvement requirements may be
met, we encourage you to call.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of assistance to you.

Sincerely,

Suzanne M. Kupelian, P.E.
SK/sk

cc: Rick Doris, City of Grand Junction
Karl Clemons, Elk Ridge Realty



All development comments such as half-street improvement requirements will be given
with simple subdivision application.

No comment on current application



City of Grand Junction
Public Works Department
Engineering

250 N. 5" Streat, » Grand Junction CO 81501 « Office: 870/256-4047 « Fax: 970/256-4022

to comment on the propriety of the following regulation, but no comments have been received, this

This regulation was duly posted on the 17 day of March, 2003. Because the public had the opportunity
regulation is effective as of the 31" day of March, 2003

RE: ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION NO. 02-03
Zoning and Development Code
City of Grand_Junction

/ 2111[@

ISSUED BY: . [
/Mark\Relph, Plblic Works & Utilities Date
Direct
Topic:

When should street improvements, including curbs, gutters and sidewalks, not be
constructed along residential street frontage as a pant of the land use or other
approval process?

City Code. Section 6.2 B 1 of the City's Zoning and Development Code requires that
streets, alleys, sidewalks, trails and bike paths be constructed in conjunction with
project approvals, and the issuance of permits, Off site infrastructure must be built to
provide safe and adequate access and circulation.

Section 6.2 B 2 allows the Director to require the developer to either pay the
estimated costs of minimum street improvements or TCP or the Director may require
that the developer install half-streset improvements, in addition to any other
improvements needed for safety reasons,

Background:

A. Existing facilities. Many areas that are now part of the City were developed in
the unincorporated areas of Mesa County without modern urban street and drainage
facilities. In many such neighborhoods, the existing residential strests do not have
curbs, gutters or sidewalks. Where houses are already built on most or all of such
lots, the character of the neighborhood is well established. Given that there are no
serious safety or drainage problems associated with these local residential streets,
there is no current reason to improve these streets or to install curbs, gutters and/or
sidewalks.

The City classifies its streets and roads as residential, commercial, industrial
collector or arterial. See, the City’s standard Contract documents for the specifics.




City of Grand Junction
Public Works Department
Engineering

In general, residential streets carry less than 1000 trips per day. This regulation
applies only to residential streets, and the facilities within such rights of way.

B. Half Sireet Improvements. When an owner desires to subdivide a lot or parcel
into two or three residential home sites, the Zoning and Development Code requires
that such developer/owner must install haif street improvements:

Unless such improvements are extended off-site to connect with other facilities in the
area, such smaller area improvements would result in a short “run” of curbing,
gutters, or sidewalk that is not connected to a larger system. Such “short runs” will
eventually be a part of a continuous system, until then are of little value and
frequently look silly because they are so obviously disconnected, and therefore,
useless as drainage facilities or pedestrian ways until some future development or
improvement district extends other connecting facilities.

Payment Instead Of Construction. Instead of requiring “short run” improvements
that begin and end along the new lot(s) residential street frontage, the City chooses
to have the developer/fowner pay to the City what it would have cost to build the
“short run” improvements (“in lieu of” or “ILO" payment). This solution avoids silly
looking improvements that lead nowhere (and therefore do not function, until
integrated with a larger system). The City can use such ILO funds to fix problems,
make improvements and complete segments of pedestrian and drainage systems
elsewhere in the City. For these reasons, the City chooses not to waive the
payment of the costs of such “short runs,” even though some will argue that the ILO
payments should be used to make improvements on another nearby block or in
another nearby neighborhood.

The City recognizes that Grand Junction is still small enough that storm drainage
and transportation systems, including curbs, gutters and pedestrian linkages, can
reasonably be treated, and improved, as integrated systems on a City-wide basis.
Nevertheless, we expect that persons who make payments in lieu of building the
required public improvements on residential streets will appreciate it if such
payments are spent as close as possible to the propenty in question. Therefore, for
purposes of this reguiation, the City is divided into six areas: Orchard Mesa, south
of the Colorado and east of the Gunnison Rivers; the Redlands, west of the
Gunnison and south of the Colorado River; the balance of the City is divided into
four areas northwest, northeast, southwest and southeast of the intersection of 12th
Street and North Avenue. The City will spend ILO funds in the area in which the
property in question is located.

Anocther rationale for this regulation arises when a minor subdivision developer
would ordinarily be required to install curbs and gutters along a residential street in
an area of rapidly changing grade, or where other facilities or typographical features
would mean that the civil engineering design for the new (two or thres) lots would

| “Half street improvements” means curbing, attached gutters, one half of an urban residential street, plus enough
pavement transition to provide a street that is safe and comfortable.



City of Grand Junction
Public Works Department
Engineering

250 N. 5" Street, » Grand Junction CO 81501 « Office: 870/256-4047 « Fax: 870/256-4022

This reguiation was duly posted on the 17" day of March, 2003. Because the public had the opportunity
to comment on the propriety of the following regulation, but no comments have been recesived, this
regulation is effective as of the 31" day of March, 2003

RE: ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION NO. 02-03
Zoning and Development Code
City of Grand_Junction

ISSUED BY: . [ —" > ll’l lﬂ
/Mark\Relph, Pablic Works & Ultilities Date
Direct
Topic:

When should street improvements, including curbs, gutters and sidewalks, not be
constructed along residential street frontage as a part of the land use or other
approval process?

City Code. Section 6.2 B 1 of the City's Zoning and Development Code requires that
streets, alleys, sidewalks, trails and bike paths be constructed in conjunction with
project approvals, and the issuance of permits. Off site infrastructure must be built to
provide safe and adequate access and circulation.

Section 6.2 B 2 allows the Director to require the developer to sither pay the
estimated costs of minimum street improvements or TCP or the Director may require
that the developer instal! half-street improvements, in addition to any other
improvements needed for safety reasons.

Background:

A. Existing facilities. Many areas that are now part of the City were developed in
the unincorporated areas of Mesa County without modern urban street and drainage
facilities. In many such neighborhoods, the existing residential streets do not have
curbs, gutters or sidewalks. Where houses are already built on most or all of such
lots, the character of the neighborhood is well established. Given that there are no
serious safety or drainage problems associated with these local residential streets,
there is no current reason to improve these streets or to install curbs, gutters and/or
sidewalks.

The City classifies its streets and roads as residential, commercial, industrial
collector or arterial. See, the City's standard Contract documents for the specifics.

i



City of Grand Junction
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have to extend for great distances off the site in order that the infrastructure in the
area would all match and function. Otherwise, in an area without curb and gutters,
the minor subdivision improvements would have to be ripped out later so that the
transitions are smooth enough to meet the City’s engineering standards.

C. Improvement districts. Either a developer/landowner or the City can form an
improvement district to build and pay for® street improvements, including curbs,
gutters and sidewalks for areas of the City where it makes sense to extend or
replace curbing, gutters and/or sidewalks.

Either through redevelopment of existing areas, or by residents petitioning to form
improvement districts, the City expects to eventually correct all existing deficiencies
in the City’s residential streets, and the correlative storm drainage systems. To
facilitate the formation of improvement districts, which normally require that more
than 50% of the owners consent, the current developer/owner must sign an
agreement to form an improvement district which would be the vehicle to construct
the necessary curb, gutters, sidewalks and street improvements.

If an improvement district is created and before the assessments are final the City
Council is notified during or at the assessment hearing either by City staff, an owner
or otherwise, the City will credit against the then owner's share of any assessment,
the original dollar amount of the payment in lieu of, without interest or other accrual.

Summary: This Administrative Regulation sets forth the criteria that the City
Engineer will use to decide when to accept ILO funds, instead of requiring that a
developer of a minor residential subdivision located on a residential street must

construct half-street improvements.

Administrative Interpretation:

When a developer requests land use approval from the City for a minor subdivision
(the creation or construction of three or fewer lots) within a previously developed (in
whole or in part) residential neighborhood, the City Engineer shall have the authority
to determine acceptable minimum improvements to a residential street, and to
accept ILO instead of requiring the construction of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks.

Unless the criteria are met, the City Engineer will require that the improvements are
constructed, in accordance with §6.2 of the Zoning and Development Code.

A.
CRITERIA

When the following circumstances arise, the City Engineer may allow the developer
to: (a) pay the City Engineer's estimated costs to construct street improvements,

% The City Council's current policy for improvement districts allows the owner to pay the assessment over a ten year
term.
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rather than requiring that the improvements must be built; and (b) deliver a signed
agreement to form an improvement district in the form approved by the City
Engineer. The current approved form is attached.

The circumstances/criteria are:

1. The zoning or existing uses in the block or neighborhood are residential.
The City Engineer shall determine the boundaries of the block or
neighborhood, based on topography, traffic patterns and the character of
the neighborhood.

2. The existing residential street that provides access to the lot(s) or
development must meet minimum safety and drainage standards, and have
a design use of less than 500 ADT?, if the volumes on the existing street
are 500 ADT or more, or if when the neighborhood or block is fully
developed the ADT is expected to be greater than 1000, the improvements
must be installed at the time of the development®

3. Atleast 80 % of the lots and tracts in the neighborhood or block, as
determined by the City Engineer, are already built upon, so that the street
and drainage character of the neighborhood is “well established.”

4. An existing safety hazard or drainage problem, including pedestrian or
bicycle traffic, cannot be improved or remedied by requiring that the street
improvements are built.

5.  Within the next five years, according to the City's adopted capital plans at
the time of the application, the street or block is not planned to be improved
or widened, nor does the City plan to install curb, gutter or sidewalk
improvements. Although, current City capital plans are for ten years, only
those projects listed in the capital plans for the succeeding five years will be
counted for these purposes.

6. No petition to make street or drainage improvements is being circulated by
one or more owners in the neighborhood or block.

7.  There is at least 250 feet from any point on the minor subdivision or
development to the nearest existing street improvement(s) that substantially
comply with the City's standard(s) for the particular kind of improvements.

B.
PROCESS

1. Wiritten Findings. if the City Engineer determines, based on the listed criteria,
that the improvements are not now required, he shall state in writing his
findings along with the rationale, and shall state the amount of money that
shall be paid to the City in lieu of such construction. The City Engineer will
copy the City Clerk with each such determination so that over time examples
of the implementation of this regulation can be used to validate the regulation,
and to make any necessary changes, from time-to-time. The City Engineer
may require that some elements or segments of the improvements be

? ADT means “average daily traffic,” based on an assumed typical ten trips per day per home.
‘ “Development” is defined in the City's Zoning and Development Code.



DevRev Young 653 GenMtg 11-25-02 Miller

Proposal is to subdivide an existing, single home lot to allow construction of a second
home (on the southern portion of the lot). Parcel is at the NW corner of F ¥4 and Young.
The section proposed for separation is also bounded by a medium density single family
home subdivision to the west, and a ditch way on the north side. Parcel has no curb,
gutter, or walk around its perimeter, though these improvements exist to the west.

Proposal Comments:

1. Access to the proposed separate section should come from Young St., unless such
a connection is physically impossible, due to TEDS requirements for intersection
spacing, limitation of the ditch placement, or denial of shared access to the ditch
road by the ditch company.

2. The 2001 Urban Trails Master Plan calls for a pedestrian easement along this
ditch. If the planned subdivision occurs, this easement will be provided.



MEMORANDUM

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
TO: Tim Moore
FROM.: Rick Dorris
DATE: November 5, 2003

SUBJECT: 653 Young TEDS exception

I recently received this TEDS exception request to avoid having to construct street
improvements. There are a couple of points to make.

1. Itis the Zoning and Development Code that requires street improvements. The TEDS
simply establishes the standards. It should really be a variance request to the code. One
could make the argument that we could administratively change the street standard with a
TEDS exception since the street standards are now in TEDS.

2. Mike McDill suggested we process it as a TEDS exception since they have already
submitted one.

3. Itdoesn’t meet the criteria to “pay in lieu of” established by the recent administrative
regulation.

4. We have told them from early on that street improvements on all three sides would be
required.

I recommend denial of this request. Call if you have questions.



Judith Marie September 22, 2003
653 Young St.
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Dear Ms. Matrie:

On September 22, 2003, at the request of Karl Clemons of Elk Ridge Realty, on your behalf,
Sue Kupelian visited the above address, and met with the City Engineer to clarify what street
improvements would be required for the subdivision of this property.

In attendance at the meeting were Rick Doris, Engineer,City of Grand Junction; Sue Kupelian of
Criterium-Kupelian Engineers; and Karl Clemons of Elk Ridge Realty.

After inspecting the property, the City Engineer stated that his interpretation of the required
street improvements was that full improvements are required for the north, east, and south
sides of the property. This includes curb and gutter and sidewalks on north, east and south
sides and road widening on the south side of the project. Technically, this plan would require
widening of the box culvert that conveys the Grand Valley Canal beneath Young Street.
However, Mr. Doris indicated there might be a possibility that the city’s street improvement
requirements could be modified to accommodate the street improvements so that widening of
the box culvert might be avoided.

Design and construction of street improvements, as described by the City Engineer, would
require production of a full set of design plans (plan and profile sheets for F 12 Road, Young
Street and Young Court). In order to produce this set of construction plans, a topographic
survey would be required, covering the area along the south property boundary along F 2
Road, and along the east and north boundaries at Young Street and Young Court, respectively.
This would provide the necessary design input data.

Based on this information, please let us know whether you would like to proceed.

If you have any further questions regarding how the street improvement requirements may be
met, we encourage you to call.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of assistance to you.

Sincerely,

Suzanne M. Kupelian, P.E.
SK/sk

cc: Rick Doris, City of Grand Junction
Karl Clemons, Elk Ridge Realty



All development comments such as half-street improvement requirements will be given
with simple subdivision application.

No comment on current application
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constructed while accepting payment “in lieu of” for other elements or

segments.

. Security. Working with the City Attorney’s office, the City Engineer may

accept equivalent security in lieu of cash at the time of approval where the

City plans to make similar improvements in the neighberhood within the next

five years and such security will be available at that time to pay for all or a

pan of the deferred infrastructure.

. Appeal. Any decision by the City made pursuant to this regulation may be

appealed in accordance with the process described in Section 38-68 of the

City Code.

. Definitions.

a.  “Neighborhood” means a filing of a subdivision, or another area
connected by similar housing, streets and similar characteristics. The
City Engineer will decide the boundaries of the “neighborhood” or
“block” for purposes of this regulation.

b.  “Well established” means the area defined by the City Engineer has
generally been the same for at least 10 years in terms of the street and
drainage AND, based on the City's growth plans and other adopted
plans, the area or neighborhood is not expected to redevelop within 15
years, that is, the existing uses are consistent with the future land uses.

. Complying Examples. Examples of situations that meet the criteria so that

the City Engineer may accept ILO payments are shown on the attached short

descriptions and aerial photographs:

West Scenic Drive at Wyndham Drive

Palisade Street at Glenwood Road

Northernmost extension of Peony Drive

Residentiai lot on Jon Hall Street between Manry Street and Lantzer

Road

Two lots, one on the north side and another on the south side of Ronda

Lee Road, between Ronda Lee Road and Jon Hall Street, just east of

Lantzer road

Large lot, proposed to be subdivided, on Quail Drive

Large lot proposed to be subdivided on Buffaio Drive

Tract along 23.5 Road, south of the RR tracks

Idella Court, but only regarding the sidewalk.

coow

o

= Q@ o

. Non-complying Examples. Examples of situations that do not meet the
criteria, and for which the infrastructure must therefore be built are:

a. East Scenic Drive at Highway 340

b. 483 Sparn Street, a commercial lot.



City of Grand Junction GIS Sewer Map
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Community Developmant Dapt

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 250 Nort 51 Stet

Grand Junction CO 81501
{970) 244-1430

We, the undersigned, being the owner's of the property adjacent to or situated in the
City of Grand Junctfon, Mesa County, State of Colarado, as described herein do hereby petition this:
- -

Petition for (check all appropriats boxes):

0 Subdivision Plat/Plan - Simple [ Site Plan Review - Major {J _ConceptPlan

[} Subdivision Plat/Plan - Major Preliminary [] Site Plan Review - Minar {3  Minor Change

] Subdivision Plat/Plan - Major Final J Conditional Use Permit [ Change of Use

] Planned Development - ODP [3 Vacation, Right-of-Way [0 Revocable Permit

] Planned Development - Preliminary [ Vacation, Easement [J Varance

] Planned Development - Final [ Extension of Time

[J  Annexation/Zone of Annexation (Xi Rezone [ Growth Plan Amendment
From: From: /f b) F - / From:
To: To: /2 -2 ‘-'“":h/ acee  To

Site Location:

€53 Youuy Stoact
Site Tax No.(s): Site Acreage/Square foolage: ’Site Z:?ng:

7Y QI — Of- O - liid S SEr
Project Description:
Koo e KSF
— +€\ ‘ mail  all netices Ho:
N U«At MC(U}Q rsdbm.e_. Cuir C €leara S
Property Owner Name Developer Name Representative Name
653 Huwg Street 2792 Spiing Unlle Cicle
Address J Address 7 Addrets 7
G‘vc.u\al :ru.ig fioy\ CO ¥rsas évouna( \T_lwc:kuh CQ 5ot
Clty/State/Zip City/State/Zip City/State/Zip
250 -5 55T
Business Fhona No. Business Phone No. Busmess Phone Neo.
Pl va{u MQSQ@QOLCDM
E-Mail E-Mail o 7 " E-Mail
RSe-74% ¥
Fax Number Fax Number Fax Number
Contact Person Contact Person Contact Person
Contact Phone No. Contact Phone No. Contact Phone No.

Note Legal property owner Is awner of record on data of submittal.

We heraby acknowiedge that we have familiarized ourselves with the rules and ragulations with respect to the preparation of this submitial, that the
foregoing information is true and complste lo the best of our knowledge, and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the status of the application
and the review comments. We recognize thaf we or our rapresentative(s) must be pressnt at all required hearings. In the event that the petitionsr is not
feprasented, the itern may be dropped from the agenda and an addifional fee charged to cover rescheduling expenses before if can again be placed on

the agenda. -.-- r ’/
Wéfi_,__%——' 2-/2-03

Slgn{ture of Person Completing Application Date

Required Signature of Legal Property Owner(s) - attach additional sheels if necessary Mata



068 Apr 03 13:24 Karl Clemons 9702561/498 p.2

- 9 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION s
970) 244-1430

We, the undersigned, being the owner's of the property adjacent 1o or situated in the
City of Grend Junction, Mesa County, State of Colarado, as described herein do hereby petition this:
-

LRSS T
.

Petition for (check all appropriate boxes):
O Subdivision PlatPlan - Simple 3 She Plan Review - Major [J ConceptPlan
[3 Subdivision Piat/Pian - Major Preliminary [ Site Plan Review - Minor CJ Minor Change
] Subdivision Plat/Plan - Major Final 3 Conditional Use Permit {J ChangaofUse
O Planned Development - ODP [J Wvacation, Right-of-Way 1 Revocable Permit
[ Planned Development - Preliminary [ Vacation, Easement [33 Vedance
O Pianned Development - Final ] Extension of Tima
O3 Annexation/Zone of Annexation X) Rezone 0 Growth Plan Amendment
From: From; f SFE - / From:
To: To: _ 2 =2 8wIS/c e To:
She Location.
She Tax No.(s): Shte AtréagarSquare foolage: Site Zoning:
Project Description: 1

TuJi‘l‘& Plavie Kc,_,,/ C{eu.ahr

Property Owner Name "~ Developer Name Repressntalive Name
653 & et 2792 S ; Uolle, Cive
Address Rid 3 S ~ Address < Addh 3 N
@m:..uw‘ xuud:gh Co ¥75os é-w..,JJl.... -'L.u Co 5ot
City/Stale/Zip _ CityiStaterzip — Oy
250 -55SS
Business Fhone No, ~ Business Phone No. Busihess Phone Na.
E-Mal = E-Mall Lt 7 E-Mail
236949 %
Fax Number Fax Number Fax Number
Contact Person Contac Person Contacl Person
Contact Phane No. . Contact Phone No. Confact Fhone No,

Note Legal property owier is owner of racord on date of submiital,

We heraby acimowledge that we have femiliarzed ourselves with the rules end regulations with respect lo the pregaration of this submitial, that the
foregoing information is true and complate fo the bast of our knowledge, and that we assume the responsibilily to monitor the stetus of tha apphication
and the revisw comments. We recognize that we or our represenialiva(s) must be present at efl requirsd heerings. in the evant that the petitioner is not
foprasanted, the item may be dropped from the agonds and en sdditionel fee chargsd to cover reschedufing expensas befors 1 cen again be placed on

the agenda,
Z%Z.__.F 2-,2-03
Sigrfature of Person Completing Apphication Date

X 4zt Y] - lee. #-7-3

Requ nature of Legal Property er{a) - ettach additonal shests necassary Date




Counter General Meeting

A counter general meeting request was received for the property listed below. Please review the
property/request, review the checklist and add all engineering requirements, then return all
information to the staff person listed below.

Date: _ -4 0 ¢
Applicant: __gﬁgm.z J
Phone # __2.57-/500 2571700 Aey

Property Location: _ £S5 3 yd-wn?
Tax Parcel #: 2 945-02(-0}- 008

Zoning District:_ /S F-2

Acerage: /. 252

Type of application requested: -ogmﬂgﬂ/é(y Wn/ww
Proposed Project: A{jﬂégﬁ a,éomj, cenal

DA owad f«lu : RZ-2002-070
Review by: Q15 -py
Return to: /ch'cuallLL..J

Attach copy of air photo
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" POMONA PARK ENCLAVES / G ROAD SOUTH AREA

\ e
RSF-R I~ UK AT e R '_
| 77 ‘ﬁ}
SUTTON/ A -
RICKERD = o
ENCLAVE J ‘ \E
CLARK/
WILSON —» C
ENCLAVE ‘,m .
\ (v 4
T T % [
P.S. SUBSTATION % ‘ ‘
ENCLAVE v/
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PUCKETT _— A @p@*
ENCLAVE N
S EE
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N 7Ia ST

7
jk’mm
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?]i (< 1 E ;- ERSON LA ' PATTERSON ROAD

\

Legend PROPOSED ZONING
—————— CITY LIMITS l | RSF-2 Residential Single Family-2 units/acrs
ENCLAVE BOUNDARY | 1 RSF-R Residential Single Family-Rural 1 unit/s acrps 148

| RSF-1 Residential Single Family-1 unit/acre 7,77 /7 1-0 Industrial Office Park
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO R




W~ C2-903-070

N

NOO"12'00"W 289.00°

26 sq ft._— | N

7 acres

(]

o
4
o
©
=
©
o
o~
= PORTION OF
= LOT 7
/
4
~
~
e
s
.
l/!l
~ ~
,/.// Q\__\ //..
. ~
15 . mWW ~
PR R
T-v -+ Q ~ (& s
¥ o,.%,wf.// ﬂvfﬂ&,/
o R
P,
- ~

YOUNG STREET

-

w
=)

S00°00'00"W 191.27’

w
<

ﬂr 161.39' S
.:.m N89'51'00"E 215.20° in
o
$—— LA S
SE COR
SW 1/4 NE _\&
SECTION 3

LOT 6

25"

o



Gﬂ-ﬂ-g-hak . S 95-169
mSs — 1995 /96

PR, Cimavven ok EpP-95-85 )
/19 lots 5.278 aerea /G’Jyf /
B ) 5173 % 4o 11,089 A ( V n;
07 G '

Fall Ua,fluu.; % FPP-1991 =106 3fhg o 1777

,&.,,'_5 a;q@ w276 P = [, 402P -35 [ots  37.87Ac

zg,\’\ 4 CEEP - jo, Fys B - YAlofs  20.4/ae
*3 7 401-{’1' - 22,222 B~ 31/67“5 Q.38 ae

s olrvy ffﬂ“MW
— 5?.4”/&‘5\“ //W’# ' 7
ng=-!
’té%q S@.—LQM%_/—PM' s s

-
PRA.K *2- ANX-15-91 —  5/ds 3.86bac

n‘id’fu’( 67518 - ¢ 206 B

0y
\

L Uhlley Deadpis  CL4-13EL PEZE
ﬁ L %/ /07‘3{ .33 e ¢, 2

# Fpp -95-8) 2 [ots ). IFac *

9,759% 4 13,9638

';P"‘ﬁ%:;“ Yatliy 1l East - FPP-96-(3g =*2 .

| £ ANC-1996- 088 | GY /8 [of 3/ S/ e
Il AG VLS T g 200 B2 375
/sf (72814 552% 4 4
11
: " - i
o | #3 FP-97-007 « g/ D\__

= . P ?7/3?'5—777/?

g ¢44'"% - 13,233 H' B
wﬂ AN




653 Young St

" | Parcels

Alr Photos

. B 2002 Photos
— Highways

Streets 2




’ Boark27865 Pace4?
©©P ;f 1970381 10/37/00  0158Fd
Howntra Toop CokdReec Neza Countr Co

RecFee $10.00
DocumenTary FEE $E<ENFT

2 PAGE DOCUMENT
EASEMENT AND AGREEMENT

£
THIS EASEMENT, made and entered into this_/7__ day of (Zg fulos 2000,

by and between GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT, hereinafter referred o as "District”,
whose address s 722 23 Road, Grand Junction, Colorado, and JUDITH MARIE, TRUSTEE OF
THE JUDITH MARIE TRUST dated May 31, 2000, herginafter referred o as "Owner” whose
address for the purpose of this agreement is 653 Young Street, Grand Junction, Colorado.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the parties hereto agree that the inslallation hereinafter described is for the
mutual benefit of the parties; and

WHEREAS, the Owners desire to acknowledge the easement applied to the existing drain
tile line known as the across their premises as more particularly
described in said EXHIBIT "A".

IT IS THEREFORE AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Owmers agree to operate their premises in such a manner as not damage said drain
line. Any such damage so caused by the owners shall be the owners' sola responsibility to repair.

2, District agrees to maintain in a workmanlike manner said drain tile EXCEPT if any
act or omission of the Owner causes said upkeep or maintenance to be increased over and above
that which would normally be expected, the Owner shall be responsible for the cost of any
additional upkeep or maintenance.

3 in consideration of the foregoing and In order to accomplish the operation and
maintenance of said line, the Ownar hereby grants unto the District, a perpetual easement
through, over and across the Owner's premises for the cleaning, maintenance, replacement,
adjustment or deepening of said line; together with the right to trim interfering trees and brush.
Owner further grants unio the District reasonable right of ingress and egress to accomplish the
above, including the right to bring the necessary equipment upon the premises to accomplish
same. Itis agreed by the Owner that said easement shall not be burdened or overburderied by
erection or placing of any improvement thereon, including fences.

4. Owners agree to indemnify and save the District harmless from any and all claims or
damages of third parties, which may occur on Owners' property. Further, Owners waive any right
of claim as against the District for injuries or damages to Owners arising out of the location and
normal operation and maintenance thereof.

5. Should either party fail or refuse to comply with the terms of this agreement, afier
having received ten (10) days written notice specifying the matiers complained of, the complaining
party may take whatever legal action is necessary to recover the damages as a result thereof, or
to parform or corract the complaints thereunder and collect the cost thereof plus damages from
the offending party. The prevailing party shall, in addition to the above, be entitled to colflect all
costs incurred as a result of said breach including their reasonable attomey’s fees.

6. If there is more than one Owner &s party to this agreement, then and in that event,
the cost allocated to the Owners hereunder and shall be bome equally between them.

7. This agreement shall be binding upon and inure fo the bensfit of the heirs,
succassors and assigns of the respective parties.

8. The recitals are a part of this agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties have affixed their signatures, the day and year
above mentioned.



Booxk27465 Faoe48

2 PAGE DOCUMENT @@E@ i;

EXHIBIT "A"

We, the undersigned Ownaers, their heirs, assigns and succassors hereby grant o the
District an Easement which includes a reasonable right of ingress and egress thirty (30) feet in
width, situate in a part of the NE1/4 of Saction 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 Wast, of the Ute
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, as per Quit Claim Deed recorded in Book 2721,
Page 724 - 725 in the office of the Clerk and Recorder of said County, the sidelines of said
Easement being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the SE Comer SW1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 3 and considering the south
line of the SW1/4 NE1/4 of sald Section 3 to bear NBG°55'45™W with all other bearings contained
herein relative thereto;

Thence NOD00'00"E 117.03 to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING:

Thence continuing NOOP00'00"E 34.55 fest,

Thence SE0°18'07"E 247.84 feet;

Thence S00°12'00"W 3.85 fest;

‘Thence NB9957'00"W 53.82 feet;

Thence NB0®168'07"W 185.85 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

A
Dated this /7 ~day of_(fatulic /. 2000.
Judith Marie Trust dated May 31, 2000,

,LM/DUIO .

Judith Marie, Trustee

State of Colorado )
)ss
County of Mesa )

£
TEe foregoing instrument was acknowledged me before this / 7 day of
{ ng , 2000 by Judith Marie Trustes for the Judith Marie Trust date May - May 31, 2000,

My Commission Expires:

‘_Kz-u:u?.,ﬁ/z/ Jo & ?/ Notary Public

........ if;

‘“\0 TA J?) r""

n,,

LTI N

"
u"‘

ACCEPTED BY GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT T
By én. G M

ATTEST (L 7y
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DRECLABATION GF PROTECTIVE COVSNAMTS.

LY

A

‘(ﬁ-i.ﬂ_

o

KNOW ALL MEN BI THZYE PRASENTS, That we, the undersigned, JOHN
" A. SOLLBERG, JUAN SOELBERQ and CLED K. IOUMG, being the ownars in fes
sisple of all that certain traet of land constituting Lin’a Suvdivision,

in scoordance with that certain plat thereof heretofors recorded in Plat 3

Book &, at Page &6 of the Puhblis Records of Mesa County, Colorede, in j

order to provide for an orderly housing development thereon and protect ]

the proparty value of the houslng units to be srevted on said lands, do :‘.

bersty dealars the following protective Covenants and restrictions oo the

use of said lands to be in full foree and affect with respect to all of ;-

: mid Subdivision, to-wits .i
wes 1. Bo lot shall be used except for resideatial purposss. Mo %

batlding shall be ereoted, altered, placed, or parmitted to remain on any
lot other than one detached single-family dwalling not to exvesd one and
ene-half stories in height and a private garege for not more than two
ours,

2. Mo btallding shall be erected, plaved, or altersd on any lot
wntil the coastructicn plans and specifications .I.Iﬂ & plan showing the

location of the structure have been spproved by the architeotural sontrol
tommitiee oy to quality of worlmanship end materinls, harsony of external

|

design with existing structures, and mm to locatlon with respeot to top=
ography and finish grade elewation, No fense or wall shall be erected,
placed or altered on any lot nearer to any street than the minimum bulld-
ing setback line unless saimilarly approved,

St P S il 5.

The architectural control committes 1s composed of John A. Soelbarg
and Joan Scelberg, 1315 Eim ave., Grand Junction, Colorsdo, and Cleo E.
Toung, 1310 Morth 17th Street, Grand Junction, Colorads, 4 zafority of
the commitiee may designats s representative to act for it. 1In the event
af death or resignation of any member of the counittes, the resaining

members shall have full anthority to designata & succeasor. Neither ths

ay



neobere of the committes, nor ite designated representative shall be
entitled to any ccapansatiun for services parformed pursusnt to this ~
Covenant. A%t any time, the then record owners of a majority of the lots
shall have the powsr through g duly recorded writtan instrument to change
the membership of the committes or to mithdraw from the vonmittee or
rastore to 1t any of its powers and dutles.

The committes's approval or disapproval as requirsd in thess
Covenante ehall be in writing. In the svent ths committes, or itl
designated representative, fails to spprove or disapprove within 30 days
aftsr plans end spacifications have besn sutmitted to 1t, or in any event,
1¢ no sult to enjoin the construutlion has been eoapenued prior to the
completion thersof, spproval will not be required and the related Coven-
ants shall be deemed to :ava been fully oomplisd with, .

3, No dwelling #hall be permitted on any lot at a oost of less
than $18,500,00 includicp site based upon cost lavels prevailing on the
data these Covenants ari resorded, it baing the intention and purpose of
the Covenant to asmrs that all deellings shall be of & quality of work~
manship and matericls substantially the same or batter than that whioh
can be produced on the date these Covenanta are recorded at the minimom
cost stated herein for the minimum permitisd dwelling sise. The ground
flnor arsa of the main struciurs, exalusive of one-atory opsn porches and
garages, shall te not less than 1200 square fest for a one-story dwelling,
por lesa then 1200 squera fest for » dwelling of more than ona story.

L. Mo puilding shall be locatad on any lot nearer to the froot
1ina than 30' or nmarer to the side yard or streot llne than 1%'. In eny
event no bulldinp oizll pe located on mny lot nearer than 30 fest to the
front lot llne, or rearer ttan 1% feot tw any slde strest line., Mo dwelle
ing shall be located on any interior lot nesrar than 25 feet to the rear

lot lire. For the puiroozes of thia Covenani, eaven, sters, and open porches
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Ve

e T

et

ghall not be considered aa & part of a bullding, provided, however, that
thip shall mot be oonstrued to pernit any portion of a bullding, on & lot

to enuroach upon another lot.
5. ko dwelling shall be srected or placed on any lot having &

width of less than 136 fest at the minimum bullding petback line por shall

axy dwelling be erscted or placed on sny lot having an area of leas thah
13,000 square feot.

6. Easepants for installation and saintenance of utilities and
drainage faellitiss are reserved as shown on the recorded plat and over
the rear five fest of each lot.

7. 0o nexious or offensive aotivity shall be oarried on upon sny
lot, mor shal) amything be dops tharson shich say be or may bocome an
annoyance or ouisance to the peighborhood.

8. Mo strusture of a temporary character, trailer, bassmant, °*
tant, shack, garsge, barm, or other outbullding shall be used on ary lot

* at any time as a residence either temporarily or permanently.

9. No sign of any kind shall be displayed to the publia visw
on any lot exuept one sign of not mors than five square feet advertleing
the property for sale ar rent, or signs used by a tuilder to advertise
the propsriy during the ccnstruction and sales period.

10, Fo animals, iivestock, or poultry of any kind shall be raised,

bred or kspt on mny lot, except that doge, eats or other honsshold pete
Ay be kept provided that they are not kept, bred or malntainad for any
commerclal purposs.
11. These Covenants ars to run with the lard and shall be bind-
ing on all partiss snd all persons claiming under them for a period of
om the data these Covenant - are recorded, at which time said
hall be sutomatically axte i1ad for successive perlods of 10
¢ by vote of s majority of ~he then ownere of the lots, it is

hange said Covenants in whese or in part.
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12.  In the event of any violation of any of the Covenants herein
or any attempt to viclate the same, it shall ne law’ul for any persen or
persons omnlng any real astate sliuated in said devslopwent or mubdiviaien
to prosecute any proceedings at law or in equity against the pearson or
persona violating or ettempting to violate any such Coverants and .i;hll'
provent him or tnom from so doing or tc recover demages or other duss
for much viclatlon.

Invalidation of any of thess Covenants by judgment or Gourt order
sha]l in no wise affect any rf the other provisions which shall remsin
in full foroe and effect.

Dated at Grand Junetion, Colorade, this 20th day of Ostober, A.D.

1955,
U Joha A. Soelberg (/

. i ,

N T 'r«'¢/"‘ 1 ¥

J Joan Soalberg /

SRR TR AR Ay

Cles 2, Young f"

STATE OF COLORADO ) -

1 B8
COUNTY OF MESA )

On this 20th day of Octever, A. D. 1955, personally before me ap-
poared John A, Soslberr, Joan Seslberg and Cleo I, Young, to me known to
be the persons descrlbed in and who executed the above and foregolng
Declaration of Protnctive Covenants, and scknowledged to me that they
exscuted the same as thelr frees and voluntary act and deed and for the
uses and purposes therein set forth.

l.lh‘uu my hand and offlclal seal,

Wy copmlssion expires | .

R

lotary l'uhlle

5

“
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ke L. AWDAOSY 0 THR DEGLAREYIOR OF PROTRCTIVE COVENARTS
' .,'-='....5,;-. ) < of .?e_ '
'- i # d ‘fu
s LINDA BUBDIVISION, NESA OOUWYTZ, COLORADO ' .

VR, the undersigned, being ths ewners of all of L!.ndl‘
: “ubdivieion, Xesa County, Oslersdo, im ordsr S0 provide
‘for orderly housing develepmsas Sharsom and protest the
property valus of the 1™*1aing units '¥o be erested on

said lands, 4o bereby emind and alter the original dnll.rl-"
stion of protestive covenants om said subdivision, seid

sovenants balng recarded h.y {nstrument datad Dotober
20, 1955, reccrded Ootobes 20, 1955 in the Offics of the
County Olerk and Rescrder, Meas County, Ooclorado, in Book
665 at Page 214, by striking from she original dnllrn't.ton A
of protactive covanmnis paragraph mmbdered i and inserting '.:

in lleu thereof, the following, to=wit:

§o Wo bullding shall be loseated on any lot =
nearer to the front lime than 30 feet ap nearer i
to the side yard or street line than 12} fest.
In any event, no bullding shall be loocsted on
any lot nearer than 3O feet te the front lot L
line nor nearsr than 12} feet to any side strast 2
iine, No dwelling shall be located on any

interior lot nearer than 25 feet &0 the rear

lot iine., PFor the purpose of this sovenant

eaves, steps and open purshes shall not be

consldersd as & part of a bullding, provided

howsver, that this shsll not be sonstrued to

parmit any portiom of a bullding on a lot to

snoroach upon ancther lot,

It 1s sxpressly understood and sgreed between the under-
signed, that all othar protective covenants contained in
the originel dooument herein referred to shall rasain in

full foree and effect and vi"thout shange or modifieation

vhatsoevar, exoapt as harsinbefore set forth,

IN WITNESS WHFAEOP, we have hersto set our hands and
sesls this__ipip day of May, 1956,

PR gTe /rr/ (sm’_%é(ﬁ-ﬂ%(sml

é;“m‘ PR TY IR AP L \}; (SEaL)

: -

A/’: G e o - Z . (SEAL)

: .{,;’ZA, /)J/ ,'//zilf‘/r (smap)
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1 1921985 E,SAUYER»CLKAREC HEGA CTYL0
JOHN A. SOELBERG and JOAN SOELBERG BOOK 13547 FAGE 3RS+

whose addressis 2986 Country Road, Grand Juncti on, 81504
Cotnty of Hesa , State of
Colarado y fus Luc consideration of cccmeeeeec |

SEVENTY EIGHT THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED FIFTY AND N0/100--- i
dollars, in hand paid, hereby seli(s) and convey(s) to [ _'

WILLIAM B. WALES and MAXINE C. WALES, as joint temants,

whose legal address is 657 Young Street, Grand Junction, B1505 , County of
Mesa , and State of Colorado the following real property in the |
County of Mesa , and State of Colorade, to wit; |

Reginning at the Northeast coiner of Lot 7 Linda Subdivision !
thence South 15°26' West 200.5 feet,
thence South 117.18 feet, | !
thence North 65°40' West 133,34 feet, i

thence North 255.8% feet, :

thence East 175.0 feet to the Point of Beginning,

EXCEPT road right-of-way granted to Mesa County by instrument rzcorded June 2,
1976 in Book 1970 at Page 362?

Mesa County, Colorado a
Together with any and all water, water rights, ditches and ditch rights-of-way ‘1.,
thereunto zpp.rtaining and us#d in connection therewith /

i ]
also known as street and number 657 Young Street, Grand Junction, Colorado 81595 | ‘
! i

with all its appurtenances, and warrant (s) the title to the same, subject to building and zoning re-
gulations, easements, reservations and restrictive covenants of record, 1985 taxes
due and payable in 1986, and all future taxes and assessments, AND Deed of Trust
for the use of Mesa Federal SAvings and Loan Association of Grand Junction dated

and recorded July 30, 1979 in Book 1211 at Page 728 of the Mesz County records,
which grantees assume and agree to pay.

Signed this 19th day of July , 1985, |

, f fﬁaﬁx‘%ffﬁa}?{é&h’

| STATE OF COLORADO L
County ofMesa j

The fn{;c ing instrument was ackhowledged before me this 19th
dayof « . 27% ¢y July ,19'85 bty dJohn A. Soelberg and Joan Soelberg.
i nie
- Mp&duigpssion cxpires September 12, 1987.
Wiglwy harld end official seal!

s 0
s PU B\'Q.""-? Sy, S INELE /\ N
i I -'c"c',\Pq. i 1015 Horth 7th Street Motary Public

i TeF ) Grand Junctson, Cojorado B1501 l
ARRARTY CERD — uﬁm eyl o

BRIAD okl W S
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RECORDER'S STAMP
THis DEED. Made this /3 £ dny of June
1@ W.between

YILMER L. AIKEN and JOYCE A. AIKEN, husband and wife,
Siate Docuthen.ary Tee

Date UN 1 5 1477
L | 55

of the Said County of Mesa and State of -
Cealorado, of the first part. and 4 )
CHARLES F. BHRENNER sn? SHARON A. BRENNER, Joinmt
tenants
of the Said ; County of Mesa and State of Colorado, of the second part:

WITNESSETH. that the said part ies of the first part, for and in consideration of the sum of
TSN DOLLARS AND OTHER GOOD AND VALUABLE CONSIDERATION = — - - - - - = ~DILLARS:

to the said part ieg of the {irst part in hand paid by the said partiec of the second part, the receipt whereof is
herehy confessed and acknowledged. ha yve  gvanted, bargained, sold and conveyed, and by these presents do

grant, bargain, sell, convey and confirtn untu the said partics of the second part, their heirs and assigns forever, not "';

in tenancy in ccmmon but in joint tenancy, all the following described lot or parcel of Innd, situate, lying and =

being in the Said County nf Mess and State of Colorado, to wit: =P A
4 tract of land located in a part of Lot 7, LINDA SUEDIVISION, being more <

particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Southwest Cormer of the SE{NE{ of Section 3, Township 1 South,
Range 1 West of the Ute Merididn, thence North 00°12'00" West along the Weast
line of the SE{NE: of said Section 3, a distance of 397.58 feet to the THUE
POINT OF BEGINNING, thence North 47°12'00" West 136.73 feet, thence North
CC12'00" West 105.40 feet, thénce North 90°00'00" East 198,95 feet, thence
South 00°00'00" West 255.82 feet, themce North 65°48'00" West 76.82 feet,

thenece North A7°12'CC" Wert 38.42 feet to the TRUE POINT OF EEGINNING. l

TOGETHER with all atd singular the kereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging, or in anywise
appertaining. the reversion and reversions, remainder and remainders, rents, issues and profits thereof; and all the
estate. right, title, interest. claim and demapd whatscever of the said part 188 of the firat part, either in law or
equity. of, in and to the abave bariuined prefuises. with the hereditaments nnd nppurtenances.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premi?u above bargnined and Jescribed. with the appurtenances, unto the said
parties uf the second part, their heirs and assigns forever. And the said part ies of the first part, for them
sel VEE | their heirs, »xecutors. and administrators de covenant, grant, bargain and agree to and with
the said parties of the second pari, their heirs and assigns, that at the time of the ensealing and delivery of these pres- |
ents LheY 8¢ weil seized of the premises above conveyed. as of good, sure, perfect, absolute and indefeasible
sstate of inheritance, in law, in fee simple, and haVe pood right, full power and lawful authority to grant, bar-
sain, rell ard convey the same in manner and form aforesaid. and that the same are free and clear from all former
and other grants, bargeing, ~ulvs, sefs, teaes, asscasment and eneumbirances of whatever kind or nature soever.

except general taxes for 1977 'and subsequent years and except easements,rights-
of-way, restrictions snd reservations of record, if anv.

and the above bargained premises in the quiet and peaceable possession

heirs and assigns, against all and every person or perrons lawfully clai

the said part 185 of the first part shall gnd wilk WARRANT ANI

IX WITNESS WHEREOF the said part i8S of the first part h 9
saal the day and vear first above written,

‘
Signed, Sealed and Delivered in the Presence of L £
| |
' ]' 77 O
STATE OF COLORADO
:aid . .. County of p Terg T
‘The foregoing instrument wa~ acknow..tued hefore me this /7

1977 .bv  Wilmer L. Alken ano Joyce A. ilken, hust

}wm”'lun CXpITts L i £l . Withess my
i,\“ﬂy 2 pires June 23, 1980
A
aewmty FUGIE. I 4 ‘T:
. 1.
+J Y7o
= <%y
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; é" :tzi’|l;;‘i€i¢i,' Becorded at _;;{ < :"‘zi! o'clock

ty of Moo ) g8 Reesption No.
- —— —

JOHR A. SOELBEHC and JOAN SOELBERG
ate

whose address is 657 Young Strest, Grand Junction, Date OCY 9 1975

County of Mesa , State of S

for the consideration of ==

e=mececcee-Eight Thousand
dollars, in hand paid, hereby sell(s) and convey(s) to

HAROLD H. BINKLEY and KATHLEEN V. BINKLEY

whose address is . : County of
Masa » and State of Colorado the following real property in the

County of Mesa , and State of Colorado, to wit:

A tract of land in a part of lot 7 of LINDA SUBDIVISION
being more particularly described/as follows:

Commencing at the SoutHsest corney of SBE NE¥ of Section 3,
Township 1 South, Range 1 West of |[the U. M.

thence North 00° 12°00" West along the West line of the

|  SBY NE of sald Section 3, a distdnce of 25.00 to the true
point og beginning; [

l thence continuing North 00°12'00”jiiest along sald West line of the SE} NR} of
Section 3, a distance of 289 feet|

thence South 65°48'00" East to the West line of Young Street
as dedicated in Linda Subdivision

thence South 00°00°00" East 204.9§ feet,

thence South 89°51'24" West 218,58 feet to the true point of

3
Mesa County Colorado.

with all its appurtenances, and warrant(s) the title to the same, subject to An exclusive
JO feot ecasement on the West side|of subject property North of
the Grand Valley Canal. With all other easements and rights of
vay of record.

Signed this Sixth

STATE OF COLORADO,
Céunty of Mesa

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this & O
day of October , 1975 by,
John A. Soelberg and Joan 80915436
My commissjay expires August 22, 1
AN my Bagd and official seal.
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LINDA
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MESA
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COubTT OF MESA

RAOW aLL MOK BY THLLl PRCICHTS

PrAL 04T UMOERSIGNED TR ASOCLIENG B JGAN JOLL PERY, angtHE DWNEROF
THAT HCAL PHORCATY SITUATCD i IWL COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF 40L0A400,
AnD LYING WLGMNMG AT & POIMY WARNED NY & STERL Mo (% GALLET LANE 4%
WG MAT BEEH LITABLBSLD §7 Tl COUNTT JURVEYOR 45 800 $10™3 AN
YW 08 tig wE CORNIN OF Tef SEL WCY 3TCY Ny wre UTEUTA , RuN teEueg
w00 THEWEE 1380 8 TNl 3307400 1373 TnLACE 1 342' 10 & rOsnt
gk iF im THE MiGuT DF wiv OF CCURTY ABAD F] Tugwet £3%a0° 10 4 POwT
weitu 18 @08 OF THL POMT OF BEOBmD THINEL W TO Tl SOINT OF
BLONING, Ab INOWN BY THE SCCOMSamTing PLAT Toleioe!

THAT THE R010 H0WR A SOCLMLAD & JOANMILEIE o LAUSID THl 4D BLAL
PAOPLRTY QO kT LMD DUT AMD SUMLLYSD AL LINDA LUBLIAION, & TLE=
QiviSi0n OF & PART OF Wi COUNTT OF wits,
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AARY ALL ©OF VL STACLYE ANy Bhats &1 SwO8 B8 Tl A LA .M YHIG
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ARL LABELED 4% WMAICATION CASCMENTS ON Thi AZCOMPANTING PLAT A%
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STHELT MAYEMENT AND SIOCWALRS BHALL BE FINANCED @Y THE MuRtn=
ASER 0N JELLER=——=WOT THE COUMTY OF ME34.

N WITHESS WHEREOQF, tAd, U ABORLINRS /040 SALMAY wavy cauwsed
THEM NAMEITD 6E NEREUKTO SUNSCRIGLD THS. . o . FaY OF
AD. 1A,

FILIC OF COLOAWOD
COUNTY OF MESA ITH
"

THE PORTADING ingTRUSENT WA ACKNOMLESED
tar o0 Defubeon a0, 1958, ov Leda
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SLLAR AND ALCOMPALMYS CEATIFCATE

UWENERY CENT.FY T T Fewd a3 T RUSLMT #44 BHLEL th b OPPIGT [} S
o'eLogx i, MDY, AR D DT RECOWDER i
PoAT BOOR MO o PAGE e ..

“Wrcosotn
o s R
BLmUTY
rees .
CEUMTY PLANMING COMNMISION CEATIPICAT(
arsnavEn Tmma o7 pav oe Y NCY Y =
COUNTY PLANNING COMMITION O MEIA © coLgaane

. —

BOMD OF COUNTY COBMINZIONEAS CERTIMCATE

wonoves vuy o2 say oro Deliavan 13as”

BGARD DF COUNTY COMMINGIOMERD MESA COUNTY CoLcmADO,
B,

| e dUE € INERMLRD o WIAEST EATIFY THAT Trus mAT
Hal BEEN PREFANED UNOLR MY GIRCCTION AND ACCUBATILY REFRLEEWTE
4 BURYEY OF 3ubD BUBOIVISION

EMPIRE

el

e




W

- n o ln n -
L_ Siacten aversieiipe - 100
I_ 1 i QINT 0P BEANNING 5
. b CITARLISHED BY PRIOA TURVEY
s aY MINS 20'3. AWD B2'w, OF
I =l THE ME CORNER JL b4 ME b4
i $5C. 5 T MW UTE WERDIAN
M i
i
i w
1
LOT| ! i Lot 2 W LOT 3
| E- } b T o i
i z v
it
1! w
| i i
ORI
H e
* I’ Ly o 8Ly e
! Jha LYY J
LOT 4 =
£
'
]
!
!
|
1704 1
)
[]
1
|
o !
LoT 7 z LOT 8 i
s [ i
|
o :u
2 > .
o{rso (e[ K] i~
5 - | ] 1
7( e | 1
T - .
~L i .
H
L]
i
[}
L}
1
1
]
e ]
. :
1
1
1
| R
1 1
| )
i 1
:"J_ COUNT Y _j Fatont n::;:::lol:v:l’ Countr a0 L
RO A D

=EXPLANATION ~

== stetl pins
= scsamanta



Existing City and County Zoning

Figure 4

PD with density ranges of Galley Minor Subdivision
2.8 to 3.86 du/ac zoned RSF-2 in 1995

z | !
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¢ 2
ac. "?#! 3.04 .02
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Valley Meadows East at PR 2.93, Kay Subdivision at PR 3.86,
Cimarron North at PR 3.7 & Fall Valley at PR 2.9 du/ac all zoned - _ mrr
in 1995 thru 1997. /0‘/‘7 /j ~0 %
W Yo a [rert L’%
(4‘7‘1’%«5 WW -
NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County directly to determine péarcels an the zoning toor
thereof," FLU oy .



RSF-1: Residential Single Family - 1

l, Purpose. To provide areas for low
density residential uses in less intensely _SF-1 Summary
developed areas. RSF-1 tracts should
abut or be in close proximity to existing
large lot single family development,
making RSF-1 an appropriate transition
district between rural and higher density
areas. This District implements the
Residential/Low Density future land use classification of the GROWTH PLAN.

2. Authorized Uses. Table 3.5 lists the uses authorized in the RSF-1 District.

3. Intensity/Density. Subject to the density bonus provisions of this Code, and
other development standards in this Code, the following density provisions shall
apply:

a. Maximum gross density shall not exceed one dwelling per acre;

b. Minimum lot size shall be one acre, except as provided in the cluster provisions;
and

c. Density shall also conform with the minimum and maximum densities identified
in the Growth Plan.

|GENERAL NOTE: See the Alternative Residential Development Standurds of Chapter Five for additional information regarding
flagpole lots, attached housing, zero lot line and cluster development,

Footnotes:

(1) Minimum front yard setback for garage, carport or other vehicle storage space (principal and accessory) shall be 20 feet,
measured from the storage entrance to the property line.

(2) Minimum street frontage on cul-de-sac is 30 feet. :

(3) RSF-R through RMF-5, the FAR (Floor Arca Ratio) applies only to non-residential uses; RMF-8 through RMF-24, the FAR
applies to multi-family and non-residential uses.

(4) Maximum height is 40 feet if adjacent to any residential zoning district.

(5) 10/5 foot setback if abutting a residential zone or use.

(6) Meximum height for structures in the C-1 and I-O zone districts which are along Horizon Drive and north of G Road
(inclnding Crossroad Boulevard and Horizon Court) shall be 65 faet.

(7) Setbacks may be reduced to zero feet (0°) by the Director if located within the downtown area.

(8) The setback from the street along the rear half of a double frontage lot shall be the greater of the required front yard sethack or
the required rear yard setback.

(9) Maximum building height may be increased up to 65 feet if the building front yard setback is at least 1.5 times the overall
height of the building. A minimum of 50 percent of the resulting front yard setback area must be landscaped per Code

requircments.




RSF-2:

1.

Residential Single Family - 2

Purpose. To provide areas for medium-low
density, single-family residential uses where
adequate public facilities and services exist.
RSF-2 zoning implements the Residential  [USes
Low Density and Residential Medium Low  |Nfax 2 units/a
Density future land use classifications of the E-mm}- allowed),
GROWTH PLAN.

2. Authorized Uses. Table 3.5 lists the uses authorized in the RSF-2 District.

Intensity/Density. Subject to the density bonus provisions of this Code, and other

development standards in this Code, the following density provisions shall apply:

a. Maximum gross density shall not exceed two dwellings per acre;

b. Minimum lot size shall be 17,000 square feet, except as provided in the cluster
provisions; and

¢. Density shall also conform with the minimum and maximum densities identified in the
Growth Plan.

Urban Residential Zoning Districts

0

RSEZ || 17000 100 50 @ 20725 1573 30/5 30 0409 35

GENERAL NOTE: See the Altemative Residential Development Standards of Chapter Five for additional information regarding
flagpole lots, attached housing, zero lot line and cluster development.

Footnotes:

(1) Minimum front yard setback for garage, carport or other vehicle storage space (principal and accessory) shall be 20 feet,
measured from the storage entrance to the property line.

(2) Minimum street frontage on cul-de-sac is 30 feet.

(3) RSF-R through RMF-5, the FAR (Floor Arca Ratio) applies only to non-residential uses; RMF-8 through RMF-24, the FAR
applies to multi-family and non-residential uses.

(4) Maximum height is 40 feet if adjacent to any residential zoning district.

(5) 10/5 foot setback if abutting a residential zone or use.

(6) Maximum height for structures in the C-1 and 1-O zone districts which are along Horizon Drive and north of G Roed
(including Crossroad Boulevard and Horizon Court) shall be 65 feet.

{7) Setbacks may be reduced to zero feet (0°) by the Director if located within the downtown area.

(8) The setback from the street along the rear half of a double frontage lot shall be the greater of the required front yard setback or
1t.hc required rear yard setback.

(9) Maximum building height may be increased up to 65 feet if the building front yard setback is at least 1.5 times the overall
height of the building. A minimum of 50 percent of the resulting front yard setback area must be landscaped per Code
requirements.
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couyzaning i, 10 EXIStING City and County Zoning ¢ Atlalxis
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NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County directly to determine parcels and the zoning
thereof."



RSF-2: Residential Single Family - 2
1. Purpose. To provide areas for medium-low
density, single-family residential uses where
adequate public facilities and services exist.
RSF-2 zoning implements the Residential
Low Density and Residential Medium Low
Density future land use classifications of the
GROWTH PLAN.
2, Authorized Uses. Table 3.5 lists the uses authorized in the RSF-2 District.
3 Intensity/Density. Subject to the density bonus provisions of this Code, and other
development standards in this Code, the following density provisions shall apply:
a. Maximum gross density shall not exceed two dwellings per acre;
b. Minimum lot size shall be 17,000 square feet, except as provided in the cluster
provisions; and
¢. Density shall also conform with the minimum and maximum densities identified in the
Growth Plan.

: 2 units/acre (cluster
Density allowed)

GENERAL NOTE: Scc the Alternative Residential Development Standards of Chapter Five for additional information regarding
flagpole lots, attached housing, zero lot line and cluster development.

Footnotes:

(1) Minimum front yard sciback for garage, carport or other vehicle storage space (principal and accessory) shall be 20 feet,
measured from the storage entrance to the property line,

(2) Minimum street frontage on cul-de-sac is 30 feet.

{(3) RSF-R through RMF-5, the FAR (Floor Area Ratio) applies only to non-residential uses; RMF-8 through RMF-24, the FAR
applies to multi-family and non-residential uses.

(4) Maximum height is 40 feet if adjacent to any residential zoning district. ~
{5) 10/5 foot setback if abutting a residential zone or use,

(6) Maximum height for structures in the C-1 and 1-O zone districts which are along Horizon Drive and north of G Road
{including Crossroad Boulevard and Horizon Court) shall be 65 feet. ’

(7) Setbacks may be reduced to zero feet (0') by the Director if located within the downtown area.

(8) The sctback from the street along the rear half of a double frontage lot shall be the greater of the required front yard setback or
the required rear yard setback.

(9) Maximum building height may be increased up to 65 feet if the building front yard setback is at least 1.5 times the overall
height of the building. A minimum of 50 percent of the resulting front yard setback ares must be tandscaped per Code
requirements.




RSF-1: Residential Single Family - 1

1., Purpose. To provide areas for low
density residential uses in less intensely
developed areas.  RSF-1 tracts should
abut or be in close proximity to existing
large lot single family development,
making RSF-1 an appropriate transition
district between rural and higher density
areas. This District implements the
Residential/Low Density future land use classification of the GROWTH PLAN.

2. Authorized Uses. Table 3.5 lists the uses authorized in the RSF-1 District.

3. Intensity/Density. Subject to the density bonus provisions of this Code, and

other development standards in this Code, the following density provisions shall

apply:

Maximum gross density shall not exceed one dwelling per acre;

RSF-1 Summary

a.

b. Minimum lot size shall be one acre, except as provided in the cluster provisions;
and

c. Density shall also conform with the minimum and maximum densities identified

in the Growth Plan.

GENERAL NOTE: See the Alternative Residential Development Standards of Chapter Five for additional information regarding
flagpole lots, attached housing, zero lot line and cluster development.

Footnotes:

|(1) Minimum front yard setback for garage, carport or other vehicle storage space (principal and accessory) shall be 20 feet, 1
measured from the storage entrance to the property line.

(2) Minimum street frontage on cul-de-sac is 30 feet. .

(3) RSF-R through RMF-3, the FAR (Floor Area Ratio} applies only to non-residential uses; RMF-8 through RMF-24, the FAR
applies to multi-family and non-residential uses.

(4) Maximum height is 40 fect if adjacent to any residential zoning district,

(5) 10/5 foot setback if abutting a residential zone or use.

(6) Maximum height for structures in the C-1 and 1-O zone districts which are along Horizon Drive and north of G Road
(including Crossroad Boulevard and Horizon Court) shall be 65 feet.

(7) Setbacks may be reduced to zero feet (0') by the Director if located within the downtown area.

(8) The setback from the street along the rear half of a double frontage lot shall be the greater of the required front yard sctback or
the required rear yard setback.

(9) Maximum building height may be increased up to 65 feet if the building front yard setback is at least 1.5 times the overall
height of the building, A minimum of 50 percent of the resulting front yard setback area must be landscaped per Code

reguirements.




Goal 6:

Policy 5.2:

Policy 5.3:

FUTURE LAND USE PLAN

_GOALS, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION

The City and County will encourage development that
uses existing facilities and is compatible with existing
development.

The City and County may accommodate extensions of
public facilities to serve development that is adjacent to
existing facilities. Development in areas which have
adequate public facilities in place or which provide
needed connections of facilities between urban
development areas will be encouraged. Development that
is separate from existing urban services ("leap-frog"
development) will be discouraged.

To promote the cost-effective provision of services for businesses and
residents by all service providers.

Policy 6.1:

Policy 6.2:

Policy 6.3:

Policy 6.4;

The City and County will conduct periodic meetings with
other service providers to exchange information about
capital improvements projects and to coordinate the
timing and capacity of improvements to efficiently
provide for demands from planned development.

The City and County will coordinate with other service
providers to identify opportunities for improving
operating efficiencies. The City and County will
encourage service providers to participate in joint service
ventures that reduce service costs while maintaining
adequate levels of service.

The City and County will cooperate with the school
district to identify appropriate locations for future school
facilities. Elementary schools should be located within
residential neighborhoods to minimize the need for
children to cross arterial streets.

The City and County will encourage consolidations of
services whenever such consolidations will result in

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
#231361.08

V.29 GROWTH PLAN
ADOPTED OCTOBER 2, 1996



FUTURE LAND USE PLAN
GOALS, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION
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areas were scattered throughout. The plan continues the efforts started
and recommends stronger design guidelines, especially in the highly
visual areas of the community.

D. Future Land Use Classes

The Urban Planning Area is located in and around the most heavily
urbanized area of the Grand Valley, including the community areas of the
Redlands, Orchard Mesa, Clifton and Grand Junction. This area is jointly
planned by Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction.

The Urban Planning Area has a more detailed land use classification system
than the Rural Areas of the County due to the more intense urban pressures
it experiences. This second tier in the County land use terminology has
fourteen (14) classifications. The fourteen (14) land use classes are:

a. Agriculture (orchard, crop/pasture, feeding, non-irrigated range/35 acre
plus)

b. Rural (5-35 acre lots)

¢. Estate (2-5 acre lots)

d. Residential/Low Density (1.9 dw/acre - 1 dw/2 acres)

e. Residential/Medium Low Density (2-3.9 du/acre)

f Residential/Medium Density (4-7.9 du/acre)

g. Residential/Medium High Density (8-11.9 dwacre)

h. Residential/High Density (12-24 du/acre)

i. Commercial (Retail, Office, Service, Entertainment, etc.)

j. Commercial/Industrial (Heavy commercial and light industrial)
k. Industrial (Heavy commercial and industrial operations)

l. Public/Institutional (Schools, colleges, hospitals, libraries, etc.)

._%%-?Q&;x.‘% e -'W_-;:zﬁ &E}t -:335
s
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FUTURE LAND USE PLAN
GOALS POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION
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Policy 1.3:  The City and County will use Exhibit V.3: Future Land
Use Map in conjunction with the other policies of this
plan to guide zoning and development decistons.

* City and County decisions about the type and
intensity of land uses will be consistent with the
Future Land Use Map and Plan policies.

» The City and County may limit site development to a
lower intensity than shown on the Future Land Use
Map if site specific conditions do not support planned
intensities.

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

Policy 1.5:  The City and County may allow maximum residential
densities to exceed those specified in Exhibit V.2 by up to
twenty (20) percent through the use of planned
development regulations that result in specific community
benefits, if adequate public facilities can be provided and
the proposed development will be compatible with
adjacent development. (Specific community benefits may

! Residential categories include Rural, Estate Residential, Residential/Low Density,
Residential/Medium Low Density, Residential/Medium Density, Residential/Medium-High Density, and
Residential/High Density.

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO V.17 GROWTH PLAN
#23361.08 ADOPTED OCTORER 2, 1996



2.6 CODE AMENDMENT AND REZONING or"“’ s U{O'}
A. Approval Criteria. In order to maintain internal consistency r’p" A
between this Code and the Zoning Maps, map amendments must (- \o°
only occur if: cg,\\"

NO . The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption;
L{ 25 2. There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to (o L

installation of public facilities, other zone changes, new growth ¢
trends, deterioration, development transitions, efc.; pid "o ' o
3 The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood and 113031 A o/
ue will not create adverse impacts such as: capacity or safety of the Q'S? 1
" - street network, parkmg problems storm water or drainage C fﬁﬂ |

“_5*‘? \s‘ problems, water, air or noise pollution, excessive nighttime
j’":)p . lighting, or other nuisances; Al ¢
$ 4. The proposal conforms with and furthers the goals and policies E/S

of the Growth Plan, other adopted plans, and the policies, the ’P
requirements of this Code, and other City regulations and

guidelines;
5. Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be
made available concurrent with the projected impacts of the O_?,\ 20079
proposed development; _
g = B

6. There is not an adequate supply of land available in the
neighborhood and surrounding area to accommodate the zoning
and community needs; and

7. The community or neighborhood will benefit from the proposed
zone. .

B. Decision-Maker.

1. The Director and Planning Commission shall make
recommendations and the City Council shall make the final
decision. Either the Planning Commission or the City Council
may add additional property to be considered for a zoning
change if such additional property is identified in the notice, in
accordance with Section 2.3.B.6.

C. Application and Review Procedures. Application requirements and
processing procedures are in Table 2.1 and Section 2.3.B except:

1. Text Amendment. An application for an amendment to the text
of this Code shall address in writing the reasons for the proposed
amendment.

City of Grand Junction Chapter Two
Zoning and Development Code (Effective January 20, 2002) Page 29




2. Notice.

a. Property Sign. Notice signs are not required for a rezoning
request initiated by the City as a City-wide or area plan process,
nor for a text amendment.

b. Mailed Notice is not required for a rezoning request relating to
more than five percent (5%) of the area of the City and/or related
to a City-wide or area plan process, nor for any text amendment
request. The Director shall give notice in a local newspaper of
general circulation (Section 2.3.B.6).

City of Grand Junction Chapter Two
Zoning and Development Code (Effective January 20, 2002) Page 29



REPORT CHECKLIST AND OUTLINE

GENERAL PROJECT REPORT

CHECKLIST OK NA

Typed text

Size: 8% x 11" format

Bound: i more than 1 page, use a staple

Name of report on a title page or on the first page of text

OUTLINE
A. Projact Description
1. Location
2. Acreage

3. Proposed use

B. Public Benefit

C. If a “Neighborhood Meeting™ has been held (required for all rezones and Growth Plan Amendments to a greater
density/intenslty, and all subdivisions of 35 Jots or more) proof of those who attended, along with the date, time and place shall
be provided. See Section 2.3.4 of the Zonlnq and Development Code for detalls on Neighborhood Mestings.

D. Project Compliance, Compatibllity, and Impact
Adopted plans and/or policles (for rezones, variances, conditional and special use, revocable permits, and vacations,

discuss the circumstances that justify the request, as required by the Zoning and Development Code)
Land use in the surrounding area

Shte access and traffic patterns

Avallability of utilitles, including proximity of fire hydrants

Special or unusual demands on utilities (high water or sewage quantities, grease, or sediment contribution, pre-treatment
needs, etc.)

Effects on public facilities (fire, police, sanitation, roads, parks, schools, Irrigation, etc. )
Site solls and geology (such as per SCS solls mapping)

Impact of project on site geology and geoclogical hazards, if any

Hours of operation

10 Number of employses

11. Signage plans (required with CUPs and Planned Development)

CEND ;AN

E. Development Schedule and Phasing N

COMMENTS

1. This report should only provide general information, and should not be more than 2 pages long

May 2002 X-08
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
WENDY-COMM DEV

250 NORTH 5TH STREET
GRAND JUNCTION, CP 81501

KAY SUBDIVISION HOA
PATTI VISCONTI

659 JANECE DRIVE

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505

LOUIS ] MOTTS

BELLED

2574 YOUNG CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO §81505-1417

PETER JANSONS

NANCY GAIL

653 26 RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81506-1418

LAWRENCE BALL

CAROLINE M BALL - TR

2577 GALLEY LN

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1411

PATRICK A RALSTON

CHRISY M

652 YOUNG ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1416

HAROLD E HARRIS

ELIZABETHI

657 YOUNG ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1427

PIER ] MARASCHIN

KAY O'NEAL MARASCHIN

543 PINNACLECT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-1430

KRISTINE ABELS
2571 TRAILS END CT
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1432

KENNETH DEARL PETERSON
JENNIFER LEA

2565 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1431

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST HOA
MIKE LIGHTFOCD

667 CHAMA LANE

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505

DENISE A KIPFER
2591 GALLEY LN
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1407

ROBERT R HUNT

LOU ELLEN

2572 YOUNG CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1417

SHELDON D MURPHY

JANICE L MURPHY-TRUS

2593 1/2 GALLEY LN

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1407

ROBERT JROYCE

RM

662 YOUNG ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1416

JUDITH MARIE

TRUSTEE

653 YOUNG ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1415

JOHN D VERZUH

PATRICIA G VERZUH

658 YOUNG ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1416

RONALD C ELLIOTT
658 KAPOTA ST
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1056

ALLAN E BEAVERS

NEVA BEAVERS

638 S SURREY CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-9705

KEITH R DAVIS

RACHAEL A DAVIS

2562 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1431

FALL VALLEY HCA

CAROL SNYDER

P.0. BOX 55033

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81502

BERNADINE RAE SHERMAN
2570 YOUNG CT
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1417

JOHN R LAFFEY

CYNTHIA M LAFEY

2575 YOUNG CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1417

MICHAEL M COTE

YVONNE K FINCH

3239B12RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-9411

LEONARD E PEVLER

CAROL A PEVLER

656 YOUNG ST

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1416

DENNIS D PRETTI

PEGGY D PRETTI

2576 YOUNG CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1417

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
250 N 5TH ST
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501-2628

ROBERT A FULCHER

DIANA S FULCHER

3329 NCRTHRIDGE DR

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81506-1925

HARRY L HALL

MARILYNN R HALL

2567 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1431

RICHARD I KING

EUGENIA G

2564 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1431



RYAN E HAYES

NICOLE E HAYES

2566 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1431

MURRAY C WAKEFIELD

KELLI WAKEFIELD

2576 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1432

DAVID SIGISMUND

AG

649 26 RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81506-1970

MILES D LAHUE

PATRICIA A

647 26 RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81506-1970

BEVERLEE A TAYLOR
633 FLETCHER LN
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1403

JOHN N BARBEE

LORYN R BARBEE

298 E DAKOTA DR

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-2594

ENVER MEHMEDBASICH
456 WILDWOOD DR
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-2506

DONALD RHEA HAMMONDS
AMANDA A HAMMONDS
2657 SILVER OAK CT
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505

KELLY A OWENS

DALE R OWENS

2574 SILVER QAK CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1091

LELAND E RICORD

JENNY J RICORD

636 SILVER OAK DR

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1088

RONALD K EHRLICH

KATHRYN E EHRLICH

2568 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1431

BRADEN SHAFER

PAMELA SHAFER

2597F 12RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1426

LARRY LEE CROSSER
7318 MOUNT MEEKER RD
LONGMONT, CO 80503-8679

RAYMOND C PILCHER
MARGARET G PILCHER

64526 RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81506-1970

JACK W MCKELVY

MARY E MCKELVY

642 SHADOWQOD CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1093

KEITH H PRATT

SANDRA G PRATT

2572 FOREST HILLS AVE

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1090

CHENG-ER MEHMEDBASICH
456 WILDWOOD DR
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503-2506

DOUGLAS E MILLER

GAYLEE

2568 SILVER OAK CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1091

RICHARD R KNOTT
DEBORAH J KNOTT
644 SILVER OAK DR
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1088

HERBERT A BROOKS

PATSY L BROOKS

2574 TRAILS END CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1432

MATTHEW PIROFALO

EMMA F PIROFALO - TR

2585F 1/2RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1426

DAVID A PALMER

JACQUELINE P

2577F1/2RD

GRAND JUNCTION, CC 81505-1426

RAYMOND ALAN WORKMAN
JUDY ANN WORKMAN

1873 DEER PARK CIR §

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 381503-9581

ALLAN T ALDRIDGE

BARBARA S ALDRIDGE

639 SILVER OAK DR

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1088

JOHN 5 PALMER

MARY A PALMER

2570 FOREST HILLS AVE

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1090

RANCY L ACRE

SANDRA S ACRE

2569 SILVER OAK CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1091

BROOKS M POWELL

LIVING TRUST

2572 SILVER OAK CT

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1091

CARL LEE EMMERTON

HARRIET S EMMERTON

640 SILVER OAK DR

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1088



GENERAL PROJECT REPORT
Judith Marie Rezone

A. Project Description — It is the desire of the land owner to rezone and split off
approximately 1/3 acre of this lot which is naturally separated by the Grand
Valley Irrigation Canal. The 1/3 acre rests on the south side of the canal and is
currently vacant ground creating an attractive nuisance for children and an eye
sore for the neighborhood. Should this rezone and split be approved, a new home
would be constructed on the property. Eliminating the neighborhood eye sore and
dangers associated with the current play area.

1. Location is 653 Young Street, approximately 25 2 Road and F ¥ Road.
2. Acreageis 1.252
3. Proposed use is a residential building site.

B. Public Benefit — This vacant land provides great access to the Grand Valley
Canal for anyone (kids). It collects trash and weeds and is fairly unsightly. This
lot is damaging the esthetic value of the area, bringing down property values. The
canal creates a natural divide, which has created a significant barrier to making
any improvements to the lot. By turning this attractive nuisance into a residential
building site and new house, the canal access is virtually eliminated and the
adjacent newer subdivision to the west (Trails West) would appear complete.
Property values appreciate and liabilities are reduced.

C. Neighborhood Meeting — To be completed
D. Project Compliance —

E. Development Schedule and Phasing — To be completed by Buyer.



GENERAL PROJECT REPORT
Judith Marie Rezone

A. Project Description — It is the desire of the landowner to rezone approximately
1.252 acres, which is currently, zoned RSF1 to RSF2. Once the rezone is
accomplished a simple land split will take place to create a new residential lot
approximately 17,000 square feet. The Grand Valley Irrigation Canal divides
Judith Marie’s lot. It is due to this division that no improvements have ever taken
place on the south side of the canal. The south side of the canal is currently
vacant ground creating an attractive nuisance for children and an eye sore for the
neighborhood. This rezone and split would allow a new home would be
constructed on the property. Eliminating the neighborhood eye sore and dangers
associated with the current play area.

1. Location is 653 Young Street, approximately 25 % Road and F %2 Road.
2. Acreageis 1.252
3. Proposed use is a residential building site.

B. Public Benefit — This vacant land provides great access to the Grand Valley Canal
for anyone (kids). It collects trash and weeds and is fairly unsightly. This lot is
damaging the esthetic value of the area, bringing down property values. The canal
creates a natural divide, which has created a significant barrier to making any
improvements to the lot. By turning this attractive nuisance into a residential
building site and new house, the canal access is virtually eliminated and the
adjacent newer subdivision to the west (Trails West) would appear complete.
Property values appreciate and liabilities are reduced.

C. Neighborhood Meeting — To be completed
D. Project Compliance —

E. Development Schedule and Phasing — To be completed by Buyer.

CODE AMENDMENT AND REZONING
A. Approval Criteria

1. No error was made.

2. Significant changes have been made to the area, as this location is build
out to the west with subdivisions.

3. The proposed rezone will compliment and complete the constructed home
neighboring this lot. As it sits, it looks like the Cimarron Subdivision



B

didn’t complete this lot. This would not create any problems with parking,
water or drainage, air, noise, pollution, lighting, etc.

The growth plan for the area to the west is RSF4 and built out. Higher
densities surround this lot.

All utilities are on the property or F %2 Road.

This just makes sense.

The community and neighborhood will benefit by completing a newly

developed, quality subdivision.
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Location

R sppieant Tudidh Maue %é . Phone 2f5-0300
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Tax Parcel # 21
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While all factors in a development proposal require careful thought, preparation and design,
petitioner's attention as needing special ettention or consideration. Other
process: General méetings and pre-application conference notes/standards are
conference date shown above. Icomplete submittals will not be accepted, Submittals with
review process, which have not been addressed by the applicant will not be scheduled for a
for the review process may resuit in the project not being scheduled for hearing or being p
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lid for onl

approved plan will requirs re-rdvizvzud appro’val prior to ﬂ:l‘ose changes beini accepted,
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~—=2 101 only slx months
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the following circled itsms are brought to the
items of special concern may be identified during the review
following the meeting/

insufficient information identified during the
public hearing, Failure to meet any deadlines
ulled from the agenda. Any changes to the
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ZONING & LAND PLANNER’S NOTES v
8. Zoning: 23| . ) T i :
b, Future Land Use Designation:  “Read=Low fa.-2 giifala TN
c. Growth Plan, Corridor & Area Plans Applicability: . ¢
OFF-SITE IMPACTS ; Y iV =
a. access/right-of-way required — (}f{ l"lé Wi‘ﬁ ot i i T AACE
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Mesa County

Property Search Results (Continued)

The Mesa County Assessor's 7.ffice makes every effort to collect and maintain accurate
data. However, the Mesa County Assessor's Office is unable to warrant ag'r of the
information contained herein.

o) T MARIE, JUDITH and TRUSTEE
VENER
ETINI 653 YOUNG ST
G ol GRS GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1415
RET(:1E 2945-031-01-008
Identifier:
Associated
Par:

P PART LOT 7 LINDA SUB BEG N 0DEG12' W 25FT FR SW CORSE4 NE4 SEC
TELH 3 1S TW N ODEG12' W 289FT S 65DEG48' E TOW LI YOUNG STREET S
204.96FT S 89DEG51'24SEC W 218.58FT TO BEG

¥ s53 YouUNnG ST
Address:

NeighborHood: |E1ndaSE)
Land Unit 1:

SELINTEY Single Family Resi
Type:

1.0

Unit Type: [[I:3 '

_|Building Characteristics (Including Drawings and Information)m

Tax Information

11/22/02 1:56 PM
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o ERET] _mprovements| _Land| ot

$132,670| $40,000| $172,670

2002 Assessed $12,140| $3,660|  $15,800
Mill Levy | 0.071441

Special Asmt | $0.00

Property Taxes + Special Asmt $1,128.77

|
$132,670| $40,000| $172,670
- $12,140]  $a600  $15,800
= oo7iaat
e Aomi oo
si877
$135,780| $15,100| $150,880

Assessed $13,220| $1,470 $14,690

2000 Mill Levy | 7.999501E-2
Special Asmt| | $0.00

[ Propeny Taxes + Special Asm] | $1,175.13

Sales Activity (if any)

i 08/08/1997 $169,200 2349 ' 198 | WD
|

|  12/28/1998 | $189,900 | 2532 _gfr = o WD
[ [ : |

" 06/14/2000 $0 2721 ‘ 724/725 Qco

'_'.-'_.l IMC Home Page| lil |Assessor Main Page| I‘_J.I IReturn to Run Query] [¥ [Top of Page|

Click "Back” on your web browser to return to the previous page.

il 1172202 1:56 PM
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Judith Marie Rezone
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Mesa County

Property Search Results (Continued)

The Mesa County Assessor’s Office makes every effort to collect and maintain accurate
data. However, the Mesa County Assessor's Office is unable to warrant any of the

Owner's
Name:
Mailing
Address:

Parcel
Identifier:

Associated
Par:

Legal

Description:

Property
Address:

NeighborHood:
Land Unit 1:

Schedule
Type:

Unit Type:

=
o

information contained herein.

MARIE, JUDITH and TRUSTEE

653 YOUNG ST
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1415

2945-031-01-008

PART LOT 7 LINDA SUB BEG N 0DEG12' W 25FT FR SW CORSE4 NE4 SEC
3 1S 1TW N ODEG12' W 289FT S 65DEG48' E TOW LI YOUNG STREET S
204.96FT S 89DEG51'24SEC W 218.58FT TO BEG

653 YOUNG ST

Linda Sub

Single Family Resi

Lot
|Building Characteristics (Including Drawings and Information)

4/22/03 5:15 PM
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Tax Information

Tac 10300

Actual

Assessed

2003 -
Mill Levy

Special Asmt

Property Taxes + Special Asmt

$164,700| $50,000] $214,700
$15070| $4,580|  $19,650
~ 0.075519

| $0.00

| [ $1,483.95

|

Assessed

2002
Mill Levy

Special Asmt

Property Taxes + Special Asmt

Actual

Assessed

2001
Mill Levy

Special Asmt

Property Taxes + Special Asmt

$132,670| $40,000) $172,670

$12,140| $3,660|  $15,800

| 0.075519

[ $0.00

$1,193.20

X tmprovements| _Lana] __Tota
$132,670| $40,000[ $172,670

| $12,140| $3,660  $15,800
| 0.071441

[ | $0.00

$1,128.77

Sales Activity (if any)

198 wD

3

8/8/1997 I $169,200 | 2349
12/28/1998 | s189,000[ 2532 o[ wD
i
6/14/2000 2721 | 7241725 QcD |

Click on Image(s) to Enlarge

4/22/03 5:15 PM
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IE [Return to Run Query| ‘E’ [Top of Page|

Click "Back" on your web browsgr 1o return to the previous page.
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GENERAL PROJECT REPORT

Judith Marie Rezone

A

Project Description — 1t is the desire of the landowner to rezone approximately
1.252 acres, which is currently, zoned RSF1 to RSF2. Once the rezone is
accomplished a simple land split will take place to create a new residential lot
approximately 17,000 square feet. The Grand Valley Irrigation Canal divides
Judith Marie’s lot. It is due to this division that no improvements have ever taken
place on the south side of the canal. The south side of the canal is currently
vacant ground creating an attractive nuisance for children and an eye sore for the
neighborhood. This rezone and split would allow a new home would be
constructed on the property. Eliminating the neighborhood eye sore and dangers
associated with the current play area.

1. Location is 653 Young Street, approximately 25 %: Road and F 4 Road.
2. Acreageis 1.252
3. Proposed use is a residential building site.

Public Benefit — This vacant land provides great access to the Grand Valley Canal
for anyone (kids). It collects trash and weeds and is fairly unsightly. This lot is
damaging the esthetic value of the area, bringing down property values. The canal
creates a natural divide, which has created a significant barrier to making any
improvements to the lot. By turning this attractive nuisance into a residential
building site and new house, the canal access is virtually eliminated and the
adjacent newer subdivision to the west (Trails West) would appear complete.
Property values appreciate and liabilities are reduced.

Neighborhood Meeting — To be completed
Project Compliance —

Development Schedule and Phasing — To be completed by Buyer.

CODE AMENDMENT AND REZONING

A,

Approval Criteria

I. No error was made.

2. Significant changes have been made to the area, as this location is build
out to the west with subdivisions.

3. The proposed rezone will compliment and complete the constructed home
neighboring this lot. As it sits, it looks like the Cimarron Subdivision



AR

didn’t complete this lot. This would not create any problems with parking,
water or drainage, air, noise, pollution, lighting, etc.

The growth plan for the area to the west is RSF4 and built out. Higher
densities surround this lot.

All utilities are on the property or F %2 Road.

This just makes sense.

The community and neighborhood will benefit by completing a newly
developed, quality subdivision.



GENERAL PROJECT REPORT

Judith Marie Rezone

A,

Project Description — It is the desire of the landowner to rezone approximately
1.252 acres, which is currently, zoned RSF1 to RSF2. Once the rezone is
accomplished a simple land split will take place to create a new residential lot
approximately 17,000 square feet. The Grand Valley Irrigation Canal divides
Judith Marie’s lot. It is due to this division that no improvements have ever taken
place on the south side of the canal. The south side of the canal is currently
vacant ground creating an attractive nuisance for children and an eye sore for the
neighborhood. This rezone and split would allow a new home would be
constructed on the property. Eliminating the neighborhood eye sore and dangers
associated with the current play area.

1. Location is 653 Young Street, approximately 25 % Road and F 'z Road.
2. Acreageis 1.252
3. Proposed use is a residential building site.

Public Benefit — This vacant land provides great access to the Grand Valley Canal
for anyone (kids). It collects trash and weeds and is fairly unsightly. This lot is
damaging the esthetic value of the area, bringing down property values. The canal
creates a natural divide, which has created a significant barrier to making any
improvements to the lot. By turning this attractive nuisance into a residential
building site and new house, the canal access is virtually eliminated and the
adjacent newer subdivision to the west (Trails West) would appear complete.
Property values appreciate and liabilities are reduced.

Neighborhood Meeting — To be completed
Project Compliance —

Development Schedule and Phasing — To be completed by Buyer.

CODE AMENDMENT AND REZONING

A.

Approval Criteria

1. No error was made.

2. Significant changes have been made to the area, as this location is build
out to the west with subdivisions.

3. The proposed rezone will compliment and complete the constructed home
neighboring this lot. As it sits, it looks like the Cimarron Subdivision
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didn’t complete this lot. This would not create any problems with parking,
water or drainage, air, noise, pollution, lighting, etc.

The growth plan for the area to the west is RSF4 and built out. Higher
densities surround this lot.

All utilities are on the property or F 2 Road.

This just makes sense.

The community and neighborhood will benefit by completing a newly
developed, quality subdivision.
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STEWART TITLE OF GRAND JUNCTION, INC.

521 Rood Avenue
Gerand Junction, Colorado 81501
(970) 243-3070
TITLE FAX (970) 243-9556/CLOSING FAX (970) 256-7955

ORDER NO. 03005218K DATE: March 31, 2003
BUYER/BORROWER: STOGSDILL

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 653 YOUNG STREET

TAX SCHEDULE NUMBER: 2945-031-01-008

COPIES HAVE BEEM SENT TO: -

HILL & HOLMES

1204 N 7TH ST
GRAND JCT, €O 81501
ATTN: BEV CRAWFORD
PH: (970)241-7652
FAX: (970) 242-7304

ELK RIDGE REALTY, LLC
2742 SPRING VALLEY CIRCLE
GRAND JUNCTION, CO P1S0&
ATTN: KARL CLEMONS

PH: (970}250-5555

FAX: {970)256-9498

FOR CLOSING QUESTIONS PLEASE CONTACT: LEANN FISHER
FOR TITLE QUESTIONS PLEASE CONTACT: KARIN

Attached please find the following in connection with the above-captioned:

Title Commitment _X_ Endorsement
Amended Title Commitmanc Statement of Identity
Tax Certificate 7o Fortow _ X Survey Affidavit
Assessors Statement Lien Affidavit
Invoice Document Copies X
ILC NOT REQUIRED _X__
When making inquiries, please refer to our ORDER NO. above. We

appreciate your buginesas and hope that we may be of service to you
in the future.
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SCHEDULE A

Order Number: 03005218K

1. Effective date; March 07, 2003 at 8:00 A.M.

2. Policy or Policies to be issued: Amount of Insurance
(2) AL.T.A. Ownet's - § 215,9%00.00
Proposed Insured:

STEVEN R. STOGEDILL AND JULIE A. STOGSDILL

(b) A.L.T.A. Loan : $ 205,108.00
Proposed Insured:

TO BE DETBRMINED

(c) Leasehold £

Proposed Insured:

. The estate or interest in the land described or referred to in this Commitment and covered herein is
fee pimple
. Title to the fsa simple estate or interest in said land is at the effective date hereof vested in:

JUDITH MARIE TRUST DATED MAY 31, 2000

. The land referred 1o in this Commitment is described as follows:

SEE ATTACHED LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Purported Address: STATEMENT OF CHARGES
These charges are due and payable before a

653 YOUNG ETREET Policy can be issued.

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505
PREMIUM RELSSUE RATE
OWNERS : , $ 439.00
MORTGAGE : $ 65.00
TAX CERT: § 15.00

FORM 130 $ 30.00
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SCHEDULE A

Order Number: 03005218K
LEGAL DESCRIFTION

(]

That part of Lot 7 in
LINDA SUBDIVISION being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning North 00°12’ West 25.00 feet from the Southwest cormer of the
SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute
Maridian,

thence Nozth 00°12' West 289 feet;

thence South 65948¢ East to the West right of way line of Young Streec;
thence South 191.27 feat to the Scutheast cornar of said Lot 7;

thence Jouth 89°51‘ West 215.2 feet more of less to the Southwast cormer
of sald Lot 7 and the point of beginning,

Mesa County., Colorado.

Tax Schadule No: 2945-031-01-008

¥/

LESS
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Section 2

Order Number: 03005218K
EXCEPTIONS

The policy or policies 1o be issued will contain exceptions to the following unless the same are disposed of to the
satisfaction of the Company: '

b
»

Rights or claims of parties in possession, not shown by the public records.

2. Easements, or claims of easements, not shown by the public records.

3. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in arca, encroachments, and any facts which a correct
survey and inspection of the premises would disclose and which are not shown by the public records.
4. Any lien, or right o a lien, for services, labor or material heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law

and not shown by the public records.

5. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters, if any, created, first appearing in the pubhc
records or amhmg subsequent to the effective date bereof, but prior to the date the proposed insured scquires
of record for value the estate or interest or mortgape thereon covered by this commitment.

6. Unpatented mining claims; reservations or exceptions in patents, or an act authorizing the issuance thereof;
water rights, claims or title to water.

7. All taxes and assessments now a lian or payable.

8. Reservations and exceptions in Patente, or Acts authorizing the issuance
thereof, including the reservation of the right of propristor of a vein or lode
ko extract and remove his ore therefrom should the same be found to penatrate
or intersact the premises as resarvad in United States Patent recorded November
2, 1892 in Book 11 at Page 226.

9. Drainage and utility eagement over tha rear 5 fest of said lot recorded October
20, 1955 in Book 6§65 at Page 214.

10. All easemant(s) across harein described property as shown on the Plat of said
subdivision.

11. Right of way for Grand Valley Canal across herein described propesty. <
12. Easemont recorded October 9, 1975 in Book 1048 at Page 630.

j} Declaration of Protective Covenants recorded October 20, 1955, in Pook 655 at
Page 214 and all amendments tharsto.

W@Suhdivision Improvements Agreement recorded June 9, 1976 in Book 1070 at Page é..
902.

15. Easemant and Agreamsnt between Grand Junction Drainage District and Judith
Marie, Trustee of the Judith Marie Trust racorded October 27, 2000 in Book 2765
at Page 47.

16. Grant of Easament recordaed February &, 1998 in Book 2402 at Page 6B4.

Continuved on naxt page
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Continuation of Schadule B - Sectiom 2
Oxder Number: 03005218K

17. Easement recorded June 10, 1997 in Book 2337 at Page 557.
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DISCLOSURES

Pursuant to C.R.S. 10-11-122, notice is hereby given that.
(A) THE SUBJECT REAL PROPERTY MAY BE LOCATED IN A SPECIAL TAXING DISTRICT;

(B) A CERTIFICATE OF TAXES DUE LISTING EACH TAXING JURISDICTION SHALL BE
OBTAINED FROM THE COUNTY TREASURER OR THE COUNTY TREASURER'S

AUTHORIZED AGENT;

(C) INFORMATION REGARDING SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND THE BOUNDARIES OF SUCH
DISTRICTS MAY BE OBTAINED FROM THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, THE
COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER, OR THE COUNTY ASSESSOR. -

Note: Colorado Division of Insurance Regulstions 3-5-1, Paragraph C of Article VI requires that *Every title
catity shall be responsible for 2ll mawers which appear of record prior to the time of recording whenever the dtle
" entity condugts the closing and is responsible for reconding or filing of legal documents resulting from the
mansaction which was closed.” Provided that Stewan Title of Western Colorado, Inc. condnrts the closing of the
insured transaction and is responsible for recording the lcgal documents from the transaction, exception mumber 5
will oot sppear on the Owner’s Title Policy and the Leader’s Title Policy when issued.

Note: Affirmative Mechanic's Lien Protection for the Owner may be available (typically by deletion of Exception
No. 4 of Schedule B, Section 2 of the Commitment from the Owner’s Policy to be issued) upon compliance with the

following conditions:

A. Theland described in Schedule A of this commitment must be 2 single family residence, which
includes a condominium or townhouse unit.

B. No labor or materials have been furnished by mechanics or materialmen for purposes of construction
on the land described in Schedule A of this Commitment within the past 6 months.

C. The Company must receive ag appropriate affidavit indemnifying the Company against unfiled
mechanic's and materialmen's liens.

D. The company must receive payment of the appropriate premium.

E. Ifthere has been comstruction, improvements or major repairs undertaken on the propesty to be
purchased, within six months prior to the Date of the Commitment, the requixements to-obtain coverage
for unrecorded liens will include: disclosure of cenain construction information; financial informarion
as 1o the seller, the builder and/or the contractor; payment of the appropriate premium; fully executed
Indemnity agreements satisfactory to the company; and, any additional requitements as may be
necessary after an examination of the aforesaid information by the Company.

No coverage will be given under any circumstances for labor or material for which the insured has contracted for or
agreed (o pay.

NOTHING HEREIN CONTAINED WILL BE DEEMED TO OBLIGATE THE COMPANY TO PROVIDE
ANY OF THE COVERAGES REFERRED TO HEREIN UNLESS THE ABOVE CONDITIONS ARE

FULLY SATISFIED. .

Order No. 030085218K

Disclosures (YSDD) Rev. 10/99
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STEWART TITLE GUARANTY COMPANY
' Privacy Policy Notice

PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE

Title V of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA) generally prohibits any financial instinution, directly or through
its affiliates, from sharing nonpublic personal information about you with a ponaffiliated third party ualess the
institution provides you with a notice of its privacy policies and practices, such as the type of information that jit
collects about you and the categories of persons or entities 10 whom it may be disclosed. In compliance with the
GLBA. we are providing you with this docoment, which notifies you of the privacy policies and practices of
Stewart Title Guaranty Company.

We may collect nonpublic personal information about you from the following sources:

— Information we receive from you, such as on applications or other forms.

- [nformation about your transactions we secure from our files, or from our affiaies or others.

- Information we receive from a consumer reporting agency.

- Information that we receive from others involved ip your transaction, such as the real estate agent or lender.

Unless it is specifically stated otherwise in an amended Privacy Policy Notice, 1o additional nonpublic personal
information will be collected about you.

We may disclose any of the sbove information that we collect about oux customers or former cusiomers to our
affiliates or 1o ponaffiliated third parties as permitted by law.

We also may disclose this information abowt our customers or former customers to the following types of
nonaffiliated companies that perform marketing services on our behalf or with whom we have joint marketing
aprecments;

-- Financial sexvice providers such 2s companies engaged in banking, consumner finance, securities and insurance.
— Non-financial companies such as envelope stuffers and other fulfillment service providers.

WE DO NOT DISCLOSE ANY NONPUBLIC PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOU WITH ANYONE
FOR ANY PURPOSE THAT IS NOT SPECIFICALLY PERMITTED BY LAW.

We restrict access to nompublic personal information about youto those employces who need 1o know that
information in order 10 provide products or services 1o you. We maintain physical, electronic, and procedurel
safeguards that coroply with federal regulations 10 guard your nonpublic personal information.

FueNo. 030052186 Stawant Title of Western Culorade, Jne

Roticy Notice (Page 1}
Rev. 0772000 (YPPND)
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STEWART TITLE OF GRAND JUNCTION, INC.
' Privacy Policy Notice

PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE

Title V of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act {(GLBA) generally prohibits any financial instinmtion, directly or through
its affilintes, from sharing nonpublic persopal information about you with a nopaffiliated third party unless the
institucion provides you with a novcee of its privacy policies and practices, such as the type of information that it
collects about you and the categories of persons or eotities to whom it may be disclosed. In compliance with the
GLBA, we are providing you with this document, which ootifies you of the privacy policies and practices of
Stewart Title of Grand Junction, Inc.

We may collect noppublic personal information about you fom the following sources:

— Information we receive from you, such as on applications or other forms.

-- [nformation sbout your transactions we secure from our files, or from our affiliates or others.

— Informaticn we receive from a cONSUMET reporting agency.

- Informatjon that we receive from others involved in your twransaction, such a5 the real estate agent or lender.

* Unless it is specifically stated otherwise in an amended Privacy Policy Notice, no additional nonpublic personal
information will be collected about you.

We may disclose any of the above information that we collect about our customers or former cusiopiers (0 our
affiliates or to nonaffiliated third parties as permined by law.

We dlso may disclose this information about our customers or former customers to the following types of
nonaffiliated companies that perform marketing services on our behalf or with whom we have joint marketing
agreements:

- Financial service providers such as companies engaged in banking, consumer finance, securities and insurance.
-« Non-financial companies such as envelope stuffers and other fulfillment service providers.

WE DO NOT DISCLOSE ANY NONPUBLIC PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOU WITH ANYONE
FOR ANY PURPOSE THAT IS NOT SPECIFICALLY PERMITTED BY LAW.

We restrict access to nonpublic personal information about you.lo those cmployees who need to know that
information in order 1o provide products or services o you. We maintain physical, electronic, and procedural
safeguards thal comply with federal regulations to guard your nonpublic personal information.

File Neo. 03005218K Stcwanl THis of Wesiera Colorsda, Inc.
Privacy Policy Notice (Page 2)
Rev. 0772001 (YEPND)
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DISCLOSURE
Order No.: 03005216X

To comply with the provisions of C.R.S. 10-11-123, the Company makes the following disclosure:

(a) That there is recorded evidence that a mineral estate has been severed. leased or otherwise conveyed
from the surface estate and that there is a substantial likelihood that a third party holds some or
all interest in oil, gas, other minerals, or geothermal energy in the property; and

(b) That such mineral estate may include the right to énter and use the property without the surface
owner's perroission.

Note:

Flle No. 03005210K Stewart Title of Western Celoradio, loc.
Disclosurs
Rev. 97200) (VYDISCLOSE)



'ERIDIAN LAND TITLE, LL{

2454 Patterson, Suite 100
Grand Junction, CO 81505
PHONE: (970) 245-0550 FAX: (970) 241-1593

Agent for SECURITY UNION TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY and LAND TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION

PROPERTY PROFILE

FILE #: 60446 PREPARED FOR: KARL CLEMONS
DATE: 11/27/2002 - COMPANY: KELLER-WILLIAMS THE REALTY GROUP

This prolile is being provided by Meridlan Land Title, LLC for inlormational purpeses only. While this information has been obtained from sources
that are deemed reliable, Meridian Land Title,LLC. makes no warranty as to the accuracy of the data.

OWNER INFORMATION
OWNER: JUDITH MARIE
ADDRESS: 653 YOUNG ST
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505-1415
CO OWNER:  TRUSTEE
PROPERTY INFORMATION
PARCEL NO:  2945-031-01-008 PREVIOUS PARCEL NO: 0050-000-00-000 E

LOCATION: 00653 YOUNG ST
LEGAL: PART LOT 7 LINDA SUB BEG N 0DEGI12' W 25FT FR SW COR SE4 NE4 SEC 3 15 [W N ODEG12' W 289FT S 65DEG48' ETO W LI
YOUNG STREET S 204 96FT 5 8SDEGS51'245EC W 218.58 FT TO BEG

YR BUILT: 1976 ROOMS: 0004 BATHS: 001.70 UNITS: 002600.00 ABST: 01212 IMPSQFT: @
SALE INFORMATION
DATE: 06/14/00 PRICE: $0.00 RECORDING INFO- BOOK: 2721 PAGE: 724
TAX INFORMATION
TAC: 10300 MILL LEVY: 0714410 MILL LEVY DATE:  01/01/02
APPRAISED VALUE- LAND: $40,000.00 ASSESSED VALUE- LAND: $3,660.00
IMPS: $132,670.00 IMPS: $12,140.00
TOTAL: $172,670.00 TOTAL: $15,800.00
TAXES: StL,128.79 TAX SALE: No DELINQUENT: Nao
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS: CODEI1: AMT 1:  0000000.00
CODE 2: AMT 2: 0000000.00
CODE 3: AMT 3:  0000000.00
OTHER: N

PLEASE NOTE: If owner extended coverage is requested this company will require:
D Impravement Location Centificate D Improvement Survey Plat D ALTA Survey None

(This requirement may change upon diligent search of subject property.}

When you sell, a fast and efficient title company will be important to the prompt closing of your transaction.
When you specify MERIDIAN LAND TITLE, you'll receive professional title services and a nationally known insurance
policy that is instantly acceptable to local lenders.

PLEASE ASK FOR US!



Building Characteristics Page 1 of 3

Mesa County

Building Characteristics

The Mesa County Assessor's Office makes every effort to collect and maintain
accurate data. However, the Mesa County Assessor's Office is unable to warrant any
of the information contained herein.

[OwnersName:  [[MARIE, JUDITH and TRUSTEE |
Parcel Number: 12945 031-01-008

fLocatlon | 653 YOUNG ST

e —
Building 1

Arch. Style: ) ” ranch w/ baseme

Roof Gover: | ASPHIGOMP SHNGL

| lU

Heating Fuel: GAS r
Heating Type: FAWALL NO DUCT
Air Conditioning: ROOF TOP AIR

'I Construction Quality:  ||average
Frame: "WOOD FRAME |

Wall: WOOD SIDING
Bathrooms: 1.75

# of Rooms: 4

-—-Bedrooms: "3

# of Units: 1 |
Actual Year Built: ,tl 976 |

Effective Year Built: 1976 l

Heated Sqft: 2600

thtbmsMarnanss am o mmaca ~a el A ceacenr Mintahacalan  MIAaC har TN DaraNnm=04A8_021_N1.00  11/27/072



Building Characteristics

Page 2 of 3

Property Drawing
(Note - The MS LineDraw Font must be installed)
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Building Characteristics
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‘ Miscellaneous: 1

E MC Home Page| J

WOOD STOVE

Page 3 of 3

IAssessor Main Pagel

« [Return to_Run Query|

Click "Back” on your web browser to return to the previous page.

httns/fumng ~n maca ~n nic/ A cescenrMiatahaca/an

i
i |Top of Page|

MideChar TNC?ParcNim=2045.031.01.00  11/27/07
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Reception Na. Recorder
Recorded at o'clock M.,

WARRANTY DEED Boaxkl2S32 PAGJ:?J.

Grantor(s), Suzanne Kelly Wilson , County of Mesa, State of Colorado, for the 1881226  12/79/98  1019A8

consideration of One Hundred Elghty-Nine Thousand Nine Hundred And JONIKA IggauCtn&th g&:eﬂgogmcco

00/100 in hand paid, hereby selli(s) and convey(s) to Judith Marie GCUMENTARY FEE $18.99

whose legal address is 653 Young Street, Grand Junction 81505, County of Mesa, and State of Colorado, the
following real property in the County of Mesa, and State of Colorado, to wit:

ApartolLot 7in

LINDA SUBDIVISION being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning North 00°12' Weit 25.00 fect from the Scuthwest corner of the SE1/4 NE1/4 of Section 3, Township 1
South, Range 1 West of the UM.,

thence North 00°12* West 289 feet,

thence South 65°48' East to the West right of way line of Young Street,

thence South 191.27 leet to the Southeast corner of said Lot 7,

thence South 89°51' West 215.2 feet more or less to the Southwest corner of said Lot 7 and the polnt of beginning.

also known as siveet and number: 653 Young St, Graad Junction, CO 81505

with all its appurtenances, and warrant(s) the fitle to the same, subject to taxes for 1998, payable in 1999 and all
subsequent years, easements, rights of way, reservations and restrictions of record.

<.

Signed this  28th day of December, 19938

elly Wilson

STATE OF COLORADO, }
s

Counry of Mesa

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this  2Bth day of December, 1998 by Suzanne Kelly
Wilson.

My commission expires: (9 "_"/ ¢ - /?

Wi hand and official seal.

Noury Public

*If 14 Dutvar, iaert "Cry wad™

Name and Addreas of Peron Creating Newly Creaeed Legs) Descripdon {f 33-13-106.5, CR.S}

Mo, E97, fev, 691 WARRANTY DEED {Shart Form)
J9S Vison Form 30D01CT Rew. 1002797
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WHEN AECORDED MAIL TO: T SPACE ABOVE FOR RECORDERS USE

COUNTRYWIODE HOME LOANS, INC.
MSN SV-79/ DOCUMENT CONTROL DEPT.

P.Q, BOX 10266 Prepared by: A, QUILLEN
VAN NUYS. CALIFORNIA 81410-0268

LOAN #: 2796535
ESCROW/CLOSING #.9(1546

DEED OF TRUST

THIS DEED OF TRUST ("Security Insrument*) is made on  December 28, 1998 , among the grantor,
JUDITH MARIE,

("Bomowez"), the Public Trusiee of MESA County {"Trusiee”), and the beneficiary,
COUNTRYWIDE HOME LOANS, INC. R
which is organized and existing under the laws of NEW YORK , and whose address is

4500 PARK GRANADA, CALABASAS, CA 91302-1613

{"Lende"). Borrower owes Lender the principal sum of

ONE HUNDRED FIFTY ONE THOUSAND HINE HUNDRED TWENTY and 00/100

Dollars (US.$  151,920.00 ).Thisdebtisevidmmdbmewer’snmcdawdmcsamedmasﬂﬁsSecuriry
Instument ("Note™}, which provides for monthly paymeats, with the full debt, if not paid earlier, due and payable on
January 1, 2029 . This Secusity Instrument secures to Lender: (a) the repayment of the debi evidenced by
the Note, with interest, and all renewals, extensions and modifications of the Note; (b) the payment of all other sums,
with interest, advanced under paragraph 7 1o protect the security of this Security Insmument, and () the perfonmance of
Bomower's covenants and agreements under this Security Instrument and the Note. For this purpase, Borrower, in
consideration of the debt and the trust herein created, irrevocably grants and conveys i Trustee, in trust, with power of
sale, the following described property located in MESA County, Colorado:

SEE EXHIBIT "A~ ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREQF.

which has the address of 653 YOUNG ST, GRAND JUNCTION )
[Surees, Cley}

Colorndo 81505~ ("Property Address™);
[Zip Code]
Form 3008 1/91

Amsnded 5/91

COLORADRO - Single Family - Fannie MasiFraddle Mac UNIFORM INSTRUMENT Page1ald
q -8A{CO} tran) CHL {OW9T) VP NORTGAQE FOAWS - (803)621:7391 inflals _@i\




Boak2532 Farce97

LOAN #: 2796535
24. Riders to this Security Instrument. If one or more riders are executed by Borrower and recorded together
with this Security Instrument, the covenants and agreements of each such rider shall be incorporatzd inw and shall
amend and supplement the covenants and agreements of this Security Instrument as if the rider(s) were & pant of this
Security Insrument.
[Check applicable box(es)]

Adjustable Rate Rider(s) ] condominium Rider {—] 1-4 Family Rider
[ Graduated Payment Rider [ Planned Unit Development Rider {_} Biweekly Payment Rider
[ Balloon Rider [ Rate Improvement Rider (] Second Home Rider
T VA Rider ] Othe(s) [specify]

BY SIGNING BELOW, Borrower accepts and agrees 10 the terms and covenanis contained in this Security
Instumentand in any rider(s) executed by Borrower and recorded with it

Wimesses:

(Seal)
R -Barmower
(Seal)
-Borrawer
(Seal)
Bortower

STATE OF COLORADO, T ( — County ss:

‘The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this -+~ = day of //-" !Wuﬁw-u .
e e

Witness my hand and official seal.

My Commission Expires: ;—2?“?f

@2 -8RA{CO) js7on CHL (0B/S7) Fegatald Form 3008 1/91
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Exhibit A

A partof Lot 7 in

LINDA SUBDIVISION belog more particularly deseribed as follaws:

Beginning North 00°12' West 25.00 feet from the Southwest corner of the SE1/4 NE1/4 of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range
1 West of the UM,

thence North 00°12' West 289 feet,

thence South 65°48" East to the West right of way lne of Young Street,

thence South 191,27 feet to the Southeast corner of said Lot 7,

thence South 89°51' West 215.2 feet more or less to the Sauthwest corner of said Let 7 and the point of beginning.



-
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1994559 04/21/00 0213PH
Honika Toop CLrk&Rec fesa County Co
RecFee $10.00
DocurenTaRT FEE $No FEE

Recorded at: o'clock
Reception Number Recorder
QUIT CLAIM DEED
This Deed, made this (fﬁ day of , 2000 is

by and between Grantor JUDITH MARIE whose legal address is
653 Young Street, Grand Junction, CO 81505 and Grantee Judith

Marie, Trustee or her successor in trust of the Judith Marie

rANTEE AopRESS: 453 Voune ST ° U
Trust dated May 31, 2000. The Lifetime beneficiary of the ddug%;oi

hereinreferenced Trust is Judith Marie. The successor trustee

of the Judith Marie Trust dated May 31, 2000 upon the death,

disability or resignation of Judith Marie is Eddie Lemmon.
See Affidavit of Trust attached hereto and fully incorporated

herein.

WITNESS, that the Grantor, for and in consideration of
no dollars, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, has remised, released, sold and QUITCLAIMED,
and by these presents do remise, release, sell and QUITCLAIM
unto said Grantee, its heirs, successors and assigns forever,
all the right, title interest, claim and demand which the
Grantor has in and to the real property, together with
improvements, if any, situate, lying and being in the County
of Mesa and State of Colorado described as follows:

A part of Lot 7 in

LINDA SUBDIVISION being more particularly described as
follows:

Beginning North 00 degrees 12 feet West 25.00 feet from the
Southwest corner of the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 3, Township
1 South, Range 1 West of the U.M.,

thence North 00 degrees 12 feet West 289 feet,

thence South 65 degrees 48 feet East to the West right of way
line of Young Street,

thence South 191.27 feet to the Southeast corner of said Lot
7,

thence South 89 degrees 51 feet West 215.2 feet more or less
to the Southwest corner of said Lot 7 and the point of
beginning.

ﬂggwga’l
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Also known as 653 Young Street
Grand Junction, Colorado 81505

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same, together with all and singular
the appurtenances and privileges thereunto belonging, or in
anywise thereuntoc appertaining, and all the estate, right,
title, interest and claim whatsover of the Grantor, either in
law or equity, to the only proper use, benefit and behoof of
the Grantee, its heirs and assigns forever.

The singular number shall include the plural, the plural the
singular, and the use of any gender shall be applicable to

all genders.

IN WITNESS WHERE, The Grantor has executed this Deed on the
set forth above.

r

State of Colorado
County of Mesa: ss

foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this “i*“‘
, 2000 by Grantor Judith Marie.
d And official seal. My commission expires: 3-1\'0;}

frop. 2 4 4
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MEMORANDUM AND AFPFIDAVIT OF TRUSBT

1. The following Trust is the subject of this Affidavit:
JUDITH MARIE TRUST DATED MAY 31, 2000.

2. The name of the initial Trustee of the Trust is Judith Marie at
653 Young Street, Grand Junction, CO 81505. The lifetime
beneficiary of the trust is Judith Marie.

3. Upon the death or disability of the above referenced
Trustee, the successor Trustee jis Eddie Lemmon currently
residing in Grand Junction, Colorado. Disability of any
Trustee serving hereunder shall be evidenced by a written
statement of two physicians duly licensed in the states of
their respective practices or by a letter of resignation of the
then acting Trustee.

4. The Trust is currently in full force and effect.

5. The initial and successor Trustees have broad powers to sell,
lease, transfer, exchange, grant options with respect to, or
otherwise dispose of the trust property, whether real or
personal. The Trustee may deal with the trust property at such
time or times, for such purposes, for such considerations and
upon such terms, credits and conditions and for such periods of
time, as the Trustee deems advisable. In addition to all of
the above powers, trustee may exercise those powers set forth
in the Colorado Fiduciaries’ Powers Act, as amended after the
date of this affidavit. Settlor incorporates such act as it
exists today by reference and makes it a part of this
affidqavit.

6. The signatories of this Affidavit are the Settlor and
initial Trustee of the Trust. A copy of this Affidavit shall
be as valid as the original. 7. This Affidavit is dated:

¥772Qﬁiy

State of Colorado:

County of Mesa: ss

This Memorandum and Affidavit of Trust was acknowledged before me
on . anqL iLl, oD oo by the aforesigned who did so of
free act after swearing the Statements contained herein to be true

(:;;Kf?ess my official hand and seal.
) My commission expires:?'/ﬁﬁogf

Trustee

My Commission Expires 3/11/2002
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2 PAGE DOCUMENT
EASEMENT AND AGREEMENT

£
THIS EASEMENT, made and entered into this /7 __ day of M_. 2000,

by and between GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT, hereinafter referred to as "District”,
whose addrass is 722 23 Road, Grand Junction, Colorado, and JUDITH MARIE, TRUSTEE OF
THE JUDITH MARIE TRUST dated May 31, 2000, hersinafter referraed to as "Owner” whose
address for the purpose of this agreement is 853 Young Street, Grand Junction, Colorado.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the parties hereto agree that the installation hereinafter described is for the
mutual benefit of the parties; and

WHEREAS, the Owners desir2 to acknowledge the easement appiied to the existing drain

tite ling known as the _BEEHIVE DRAIN SYSTEM across their premises as more particuiarly
described in said EXHIBIT "A”.

IT 1S THEREFORE AGREED AS FOLLOWS!

1. Owners agrea to operate their pramises in such a manner as not damage said drain
line. Any such damage so caused by the ownars shall ba the owners' sole responsibility to repair.

2. District agrees to maintain in a workmanlike manner said drain tile EXCEPT if any
act or omission of the Owner causes said upkeep or mainienance to be increased over and above
that which would normally be expected, the Owner shall be responsible for tha cost of any
additional upkeep or maintenancs,

3 in consideration of the foregoing and in order to accomplish the operation and
maintenance of said line, the Owner hereby grants unio the District, a perpelual easement
through, over and across the Owner's premisas for the cleaning, maintenance, replacement,
adjustment or deapening of said line; together with the right to trim Interfering trees and brush.
Owner further grants unto the District reasanable right of ingress and egress to accomplish the
above, Including the right to bring the necessary equipment upon the premises to accomplish
same. Itis agraed by the Ownar that said easement shall not be burdenad or overburdened by
erection or placing of any improvement thereon, including fences.

4. Owners agree to indempify and save the District harmless from any and all claims or
damages of third parties, which may occur on Owners' property.  Further, Owners walve any right
of claim as against the District for injuries or damages to Owners arising out of the location and
normal operation and maintenanca theraof.

5. Should either party fail or refuse to comply with the terms of this agreement, after
having received ten (10) days written notice spacifying the matiers complained of, the complaining
party may take whalever legal action is nacassary lo recover the damages as a result thereof, or
to perform or correct the complaints thereunder and collect the cost thereof plus damages from
tha offending party. The prevailing party shall, in addition to the above, be entilled to coilect all
costs incurred as a result of said breach including their reasonable attomey's fees.

6, If there is more than one Owner as party to this agreement, then and in that event,
the cost allocated to the Owners hereunder and shall be bome equally between them.

7. This agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the heirs,
succassors and assigns of the raspactive parties.

8, The recitals are a part of this agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have affixed their signatures, the day and year
above mentioned.
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2 PAGE DOCUMENT
EXHIBIT "A"

We, the undersigned Owners, their heirs, assigns and successors hereby grant to the
District an Easement which includes a reasonable right of ingress and egress thirty (30) feet in
width, situate in a part of the NE1/4 of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West, of the Ute
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, as per Quit Claim Deed recorded in Book 2721,
Page 724 - 725 In the office of the Clark and Recorder of said County, the sidelines of said

Easement being more particularly described as follows:
Commencing at the SE Comer SW1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 3 and considering the south
line of the SW1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 3 to bear NB3°55'45"W with all other bearings contained
herein relative thereto;
Thence NOO®00'00°E 117.03 to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING:

Thence continuing NOO®00'00°E 34.55 feat:
Thence S60°%18'07°E 247.84 feet:
Thence S00%12'00"W 3.85 feet;

Thence N89°57'00"W 53.82 feet;
Thence N80°16'07"W 185.85 feat to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

1~
Dated this /7 ~day of _(Befilec s 2000,

Judith Marie Trust dated May 31, 2000.

Qluditt anse .

0 Judith Mari&, Trustes

State of Colorado )
)ss

County of Mesa )
foregoing instrument was acknowledged me before this /7 7 day of

-}
{ ngLJ , 2000 by Judith Marie Trustea for the Judith Marie Trust date May 31, 2000.

My Commission Expires: /

b .
R 2, Qoo Nolary Public
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